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ABSTRACT 
This case study examines the micropolitical strategies that a coach and seven teachers utilized to 
negotiate ideological and epistemological beliefs during required common planning time 
meetings for the period of one semester in an urban middle school. Theories of micropolitics and 
critical discourse analysis guided the development of the research questions that emphasized the 
political nature of the transactions and interactions between individuals within a school and how 
these negotiations were affected by the cultural and political climate of the district and the 
ideologies of individuals within that school about how students learn.  
 
The findings revealed how coaching as a reform strategy is highly influenced by the context of 
the school. The observations of mandated common planning time meetings, interviews with the 
coach and teachers, and other artifacts suggest that the power relationships between the members 
of the school community and political tensions of time, autonomy, ideological conflict, and trust 
influenced the discourse and interaction of the coach and teachers and influenced the 
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The purpose of this study is to describe the micropolitical strategies that teachers and 
coaches use to negotiate ideological and epistemological beliefs during required common 
planning time meetings. The following research questions focus on the study participants‘ 
interactions within a school and how their negotiations affect the school‘s cultural climate and 
political climate as well as the ideologies of the individuals within the school:  
 How do coaches and teachers use micropolitical strategies to negotiate personal 
epistemologies and educational philosophies in the context of school reform?  
 How do such negotiations and interactions impact instructional decision making? 
 How do such negotiations impact school culture?  
Cultural and Political Contexts 
Historically, the political and cultural landscapes of education have played an important 
role in shaping educational policy. Beliefs about who should be educated and what should be 
taught have been highlighted as central themes in the timeline of school reform. A well-known 
example of political influence on education is how with the launch of Sputnik in 1957 came an 
outcry for American schools to be more internationally competitive, which led to changes in 
curriculum. In 1983, the educational report A Nation at Risk shifted national reform from the 
focus on equity in the 1970s to an emphasis on accountability and standardization to improve 
teachers and curriculum (Spring, 1990).  
Finally, in 2002 the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) articulated a national awareness 
of standardized assessments and research-based initiatives. NCLB raised national awareness of 
the issues related to equal access to educational standards for all students and to high-stakes 
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testing. In this era of accountability, the effectiveness of a school is derived from a belief that 
progressively higher standardized test scores, increased numbers of AP classes and college 
acceptances, and more recently, a decrease in the dropout rate serve as quantifiable evidence of 
student achievement and school improvement (NAEP, 2006). Such reform is also founded on the 
belief that by identifying a problem one can find a solution like changes in class size, extended 
learning time, or new curricula. 
It is not the purpose of this study to suggest that external policies are the sole sources of 
all the issues of failure in school reform. This study will, however, attempt to address the 
possibility that there are human values, assumptions, and beliefs of individuals within schools 
that determine and directly impact the success or failure of the external and often linear efforts 
within school reform initiatives. Contrary to the linear theories of change, nonlinear theories 
suggest that it is the variations in the relationships between participants within a school 
community that have the greatest impact on sustainable student achievement, motivation, and 
success. This study is aligned with the nonlinear theories that suggest that the quality 
relationships among members of a school are critical to viable and sustainable change 
(Hargreaves, 2002). 
Linear and Nonlinear Change 
The belief that something can be inserted into a problem area to fix is historically rooted 
in the scientific assumption that change occurs in a causal linear progression of events or that 
specific strategies can be developed in a controlled, predictable manner. Indicative of this linear 
conception of change are often predictable input-output accountability formulas for monitoring 
school improvement that include categories of how many people/pupils are impacted, how much 
time is utilized, and how often outcomes occur (Goldspink, 2000).  
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In Policy Paradox, Deborah Stone (2002) suggested that the idea that something can be 
measured implies that there is a concrete solution to a complex problem. In the public eye, the 
idea of change is marketed as a deterministically linear phenomenon. Consequently, many 
schools consider themselves coerced by political, private, and public demands to use reform 
innovations that claim to solve one or more of the problems of education by increasing test 
scores, reducing the number of dropouts, or improving attendance.  
A counterargument to this theory is that important change might be occurring in 
nonrepetitive, unpredictable ways and that change is influenced by interactive events beyond the 
control and understanding of the observer or the initiator. Traditionally in school reform, 
variations from a logical progression were assumed to be an indication of some anomaly in the 
predictability of linear development and were considered by school reform research as 
insignificant factors in school change. In social science research there are also alternative views 
to linear assumptions that suggest that there should be more emphasis on people, relationships, 
and learning rather than on structures and centrally determined standards (Elmore, 1995; 
Goldspink, 2000).  
In World Risk Society, Ulrich Beck (2007) makes a distinction between linear and 
nonlinear theories of knowledge. Beck proposed that a linear conception of knowledge 
emphasizes ―closed circles of formally responsible expert groups and epistemic actors,‖ while 
―nonlinear theories of knowledge see an open, diverse field of competing epistemic actors 
marked by conflict‖(Beck, 2007, p.125). These linear or deterministic conceptions of outcome 
and accountability are central in much of the reform efforts because there is a need to provide the 
public with quantifiable outcomes and data for monitoring school effectiveness (Goldspink, 
2000). Such data allows the concerned public a way to count how many students are graduating, 
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how many students are in advanced placement or honors courses, and how many students pass 
the state‘s required assessment. Structural reform initiatives such as extended learning time, 
small schools, small learning communities, and common planning time have become the 
benchmarks for change in school reform because they are visible to those who seek quantifiable 
evidence. According to Robert Evans (1996), the current approach to reform ignores the 
unpredictable impact that a reform initiative or innovation can have on individual stakeholders 
within what he calls the ―interactive loop of mutual influences‖ (p.10). Furthermore, he 
maintained that linear notions of change fail to see an emotional impact of any change and ignore 
the individuals within an institution that include parents, students, teachers, school 
administrators, and district administrators.  
Evan‘s theory also posits that sustainable and ideological changes emerge within the 
context of sometimes obvious but often-understated power interactions and negotiations among 
individuals within a school. Attention to such differences would require individuals to examine 
and critique the principles and beliefs that undergird not only these structural changes but also 
the epistemologies that have the potential to contribute to the improvement of student 
achievement.  
Richard Elmore (1995) presented a similar theory in his studies of structural reform and 
educational change. In the following statement he suggested that researchers need to pay more 
attention to what is happening underneath such structural change: 
Empirical studies of structural change should not focus on the simple relationships 
between structure and student outcomes, as seductive as that might be. Rather, 
researchers should probe underneath the structures to discover, both conceptually and 
empirically, what changes in teaching practice and student learning are actually entailed 
in them and what evidence one would accept that changes in structure were actually 
related to changes in practice and learning. (p. 25) 
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Elmore‘s argument for attending to the potential ineffectiveness of structural initiatives to 
engender change in teacher practice or beliefs is related to an area of reform research that 
continues to be critical of the more recent focus on the market approach to policy making, which 
is founded on theories of linear progression. The ideas of the market and linear progression are 
partnered in reform because both suggest a managed problem-solution formula with measurable 
outcomes.  
Again, the argument here is not entirely against external accountability methods to ensure 
more rigorous academic expectations for all students, but is rather against the preponderance of 
competitive market-driven reform initiatives that in response to public demand continue to 
promote structural changes while neglecting the approaches that consider schools as 
communities of individuals with established beliefs and patterns of communication. A recent 
quote from the Teacher Leader Network (2006), a national virtual teacher community, noted the 
impact of such approaches on many teachers:  
I am reading an interesting book right now called Sustaining Change in Schools. The 
author contends that one reason school reform doesn't succeed is that we are always 
focusing on a deficit model of school evaluation. Communities and policymakers are 
constantly trying to identify "what schools are doing wrong." Teachers are constantly 
forced to reflect—even dwell—on their weaknesses and the feedback given is almost 
always centered on these weaknesses. (p.1) 
This teacher‘s use of the phrase ―forced to reflect‖ is an important example of what is 
going on underneath the structural changes in many reform models and theories of change. 
Andrew Hargreaves (1991) has discussed this idea in his studies as ―contrived collegiality‖ 
where collegiality is evaluated by a superficial structure that requires or forces teachers to reflect 
and share ideology. This is contrary to the theories that support teacher reflection as an ongoing 
and internal process that is not forced, contrived, or dictated (Hargreaves, 2002). The teacher‘s 
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comment also speaks to the idea that reform must consider how human dynamics will shape the 
outcome of change.  
Linear Theory of Change in Current Reform Models 
According to Michael Fullan (2005), an example of a current reform initiative that 
embodies this linear progression of change is standards-based reform. In a review of the 
standards-based reform initiatives in Chicago, Milwaukee, and Seattle, Fullan found that 
although schools established a strong focus on literacy and mathematic instruction, standards-
based assessments, data analysis, and professional development, there was minimum impact on 
classroom instruction.  
A theory of change that would seem to be counter to linear progression has been 
professional learning communities (PLCs) (Dufour, 2006). According to Fullan, PLCs focus on a 
collaborative culture, collective inquiry, learning by doing, and commitment to continuous 
improvement. Fullan and other theorists have contended that PLCs have potential for reform 
because of their emphasis on building collaborative inquiry. However, they also have also noted 
that without cultural change, PLCs still fall into the category of top-down innovations that are 
based on a linear theory of reform, which have not consistently changed teacher ideology or 
instruction. Such concern was reinforced by the findings in an earlier study on teaching 
communities co-sponsored by the Center for Study of Teaching and Policy and the Center on 
English Language Learning and Achievement (2000) that focused on developing professional 
teaching communities through planned meetings. The researchers in this study found that 
reorganizing how teachers met and shared their ideas required teachers to reorganize their 
routines of engagement outside of their comfort zones and that this took the focus of the teaching 
community and impeded the expected outcome of the innovation.  
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Increasing the number of hours of instruction, lowering class numbers, or extending time 
after school are not uncommon solutions for improving student performance. In all cases, the 
impact on student performance varies from school to school. Therefore, it is important to 
consider what part teacher beliefs, knowledge, and effort play in utilizing these structures when 
student performance does show some level of improvement. Concomitantly, it would seem 
relevant for research to analyze more deeply the negotiations of reform, which might precipitate 
changes in teaching practices. In The Students are Watching, Ted and Nancy Sizer (2000) 
explore the impact of teachers on the lives of their students as models of morals and good 
character. The Sizers identified the importance of paying attention to how the day-to-day rituals 
and routines of staff impact student learning and moral character: 
To find the core of a school, don't look at its rulebook or even its mission statement. Look 
at the way the people in it spend their time—how they relate to each other, how they 
tangle with ideas. Look for the contradictions between words and practice, with the fewer 
the better. Try to estimate the frequency and the honesty of its deliberations. Though it 
will always want to spruce up for visitors, its hour by hour functioning is what is 
important. Judge the school not on what it says but on how it keeps. (p.18) 
 
To determine how schools ―keep,‖ researchers look closely into the political and cultural 
aspects of education. The political nature of schools refers to the power relations between 
external and internal stakeholders that include state and local politicians, business and university 
partners, district and school-based policymakers, teachers, parents, and students. It should be 
noted that school-based policymakers are not only principals, but also unions, individual 
teachers, guidance counselors, parent councils, and custodial staff. Power relations are often 
most evident in teachers‘ discussions of their professional development opportunities and their 
use of time as well as in more basic discussions about room and schedule designations. At the 
high school level, nothing causes more discord between administrative and teaching staff than 
expanding or shortening teaching time or moving a 12
th
 grade teacher to 9
th
 grade schedule. In 
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both cases, these changes imply a lack of control over time for teaching or status within the 
school. How these negotiations are settled often reinforces or changes the status of different 
power relationships among stakeholders in a school community and influences how decisions are 
made about teaching and learning (Sizer & Sizer, 2000).  
In her role as a district administrator, the researcher has been a part of the implementation 
of this type of required time between teachers and coaches. The most difficult aspect of those 
meetings was to move teachers from the feelings of compliance to a sense of ownership of the 
curriculum implementation. When this sense of ownership actually happens, it is usually the 
result of the school‘s culture and/or the persistence and the strategic moves of the coach to 
empower teachers to take over the meetings. The level of this type of transformation is often not 
evident in the data that are collected and documented by coaches as part of school reform. For 
instance, beyond the use of logs to record day-to-day experiences, coaches often record how 
many teachers they are working with during the year, changes in instruction, and test scores.  
Micropolitics: Issues of Power in Schools 
Issues of power almost always surface as a point of negotiation in discussions about 
school culture and reform. The term turf battles was used by Lisa Gonsalves, who authored a 
2003 University of Massachusetts study of literacy coaching in Boston‘s public schools. The 
phrase is used to describe the tension that sometimes existed between coaches and teachers. It 
reinforces the belief that there is a struggle for control and power among members of a school 
community within reform. In his book on coaching, David Allen (2008) uses the phrase matrix of 
tensions to describe how coaches must interact with various staff members in a school. Yet, how 
power relationships are used to support or resist change is often overlooked as a significant 
factor in many school reform initiatives (Blase, 1991a, 1991b; Gronn, 1986; Hargreaves, 2002).  
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Micropolitical theorists consider schools to be ―complex, unpredictable social 
organizations that are extremely vulnerable to a host of powerful external and internal forces‖ 
(Blase, 1990, p. 1). These forces include government mandates, social and economic pressures, 
and conflicting ideologies associated with school administrators, teachers, students, and parents. 
These external forces are most saliently represented in federal, state, and district budget cuts to 
school communities along with mandates or initiatives to improve student performance and 
teacher practice through structured curricula, designated teaching approaches, required common 
planning time, or strategies (e.g., comprehensive literacy, readers and writers workshop, and 
literacy instruction across all content areas). Internal forces are based in more explicit ideological 
values and beliefs among students, teachers, administrators, parents, and other members of the 
school community. These include shared beliefs that change is not necessary, that students are 
the problem, or that teachers‘ roles and responsibilities should be autonomous. 
Micropolitical theory proposes that there is something to be exposed within the day-to-
day goings on of a school community. Furthermore, the influences are political in nature and are 
often hidden factors in effective or ineffective trajectories of change dynamics. Such influences 
are difficult to quantify with data that document how often teachers met or raised test scores. 
Exploration of such ideology represents a common postmodern perspective of the flexibility of 
what counts as knowledge and a critical view of whose knowledge should be counted. 
Micropolitical theory considers individual emotions, values, beliefs, and power to be at work in 
organizational structures, and it problematizes attempts at an input-output approach to school or 
teacher change.  
Stephen Ball‘s (1978) theory on the presence of micropolitics in educational institutions 
assumes that there are collaborative and conflictive ideologies within educational institutions that 
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are ever present in day-to-day interactions. As a reform strategy, coaching and coaches add to the 
political struggle for power within schools. The relationship between teachers and coaches has 
engendered many questions about ideological negotiation, teacher resistance, and school-based 
professional development. There are also sociopolitical questions about who determines what is 




Coaching has emerged as an essential change strategy within school reform across the 
nation. The concept of coaching crosses many areas of study that include athletics, 
organizational development, counseling, and of course, education. In the study of organizational 
management, coaching has been defined as "a process that enables learning and development to 
occur and thus performance to improve‖ (Parsloe, 1999, p. 8). In the study of educational 
change, coaching has also been defined as a professional practice that is contextualized by its 
continual interactions with other professional roles (e.g., teachers, administrators, and other staff 
developers) at the instructional, organizational, political, and cultural levels of a school (Allen, 
2008, p.5). Both definitions suggest that coaching is greatly influenced by context and therefore 
deeply influenced by a school‘s politics and culture. Both of these concepts involve the dynamics 
of different relationships.  
The nature of coaching as a tool for improving organizations puts it at the center of this 
study of micropolitics in school reform. In the shift toward understanding the teacher as the 
center of reform, literacy coaching has been touted as an essential reform strategy for changing 
teachers‘ approaches to instruction and raising student achievement levels (Allen, 2008). 
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Elizabeth Sturtevant‘s (2003) report for the Alliance for Excellent Education, The Literacy 
Coach: A Key for Improving Teaching and Learning in Secondary Schools, called coaches the 
―key players in the change process‖ (p.18) and discussed the important role of literacy coaches in 
leading the implementation of a school‘s literacy initiative. Sturtevant also outlined the role of 
the coach in establishing literacy teams, guiding teachers‘ use of specific strategies, acting as a 
link between teachers and the administration, and acting as the expert consultant.  
Taking on a historical perspective, Sturtevant linked literacy coaching to the development 
of reading specialists. She stated that traditionally, a coach might have been designated as a 
reading specialist that worked directly with teachers and with selected students within a reading 
program. In the mid 1960s these reading specialists became more of a resource for teachers. 
More recently, literacy coaches have been referred to as taking the role of the lead learner in a 
learning community versus the expert. 
In Barbara Hall‘s (2004) report on literacy coaching for the Carnegie Corporation, she 
noted that coaching was an evolving role in the field of education, and, like Sturtevant (2003), 
noted that its definition varied across the nation. For example, on the West coast, coaches work 
within a reading apprenticeship framework, and on the East coast the terms advisor/mentor 
describe the role of a coach. Sturtevant also references Barbara Neufeld and Dana Roper‘s use of 
the terms change coach and content coach in their report on coaching entitled Coaching: A 
Strategy for Developing Instructional Capacity (2004). In another report, Joellen Killion (2006), 
who is a coach and professional developer, described 10 roles that coaches fill in their work. 
These roles included data coach, resource provider, mentor, curriculum specialist, instructional 
specialist, classroom supporter, learning facilitator, school leader, catalyst for change, and 
learner. Killion maintained that school culture was the ―invisible yet powerful structure of a 
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school,‖ (p.18) which influences the amount of time a coach has to spend in each of the 
aforementioned roles.  
Barbara Hall‘s (2004) report refers to John Goodlad and Ted Sizer who both maintained 
that there needed to be more evaluation of the coaching field. Specifically, Hall noted that Ted 
Sizer was also concerned about what he termed the ideological freight that may set a coach‘s 
ideals against teachers and cause resentment and noted resistance to change or involvement in an 
initiative. Sizer‘s concern was similar to those noted in the study on literacy coaching in Boston 
Public Schools that used the phrase turf battles to acknowledge the tension between teachers and 
coaches. In particular, the Boston Public Schools‘ study discussed the tension with the content 
area teachers who saw the teaching of comprehension strategies as an intrusion, if not an 
interruption, of their practice of imparting knowledge about a particular subject area (Neufeld & 
Roper, 2003). All of the aforementioned reports emphasized the role of the literacy coach as a 
negotiator and mediator within the political landscape of a school. The studies also suggest that 
the nature of coaching and its function are often defined by its geographical location and political 
context.  
Coaching and Teacher Change  
As stated earlier, coaches are often referred to as ―key players in the change process‖ 
(Sturtevant, 2003, p.18). Recent research on improving teachers‘ ability to provide effective 
literacy instruction also supports the idea of coaching as the most effective intervention for 
helping teachers who lack an understanding of how to incorporate literacy into their content-area 
teaching (IRA, 2006). This is a substantial shift from the more process-product approach to 
professional development for teachers that focused on a predetermined body of knowledge that 
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teachers should learn and incorporate into their classroom to affect student academic behavior 
and achievement (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Mitzel, 1960).  
Coaching has emerged as a form of school-based professional development that becomes 
part of the day-to-day setting of the teacher. Historically, after participation in large district 
trainings on literacy and readers workshop, teachers would return to their classrooms with a 
binder of materials to begin a new (and improved) approach to teaching. What the research on 
teacher change contends is that once teachers returned to their classrooms, they returned to what 
can be considered their practical knowledge of what works for their students and not the 
research-based theories of the expert presenter. This tension between theory and practice 
continually challenged researchers to consider the decision-making process of teachers in their 
day-to-day setting (Clark & Peterson, 1986).  
The presence of a coach often creates ideological dissonance within a school because it 
represents an external initiative informed by particular beliefs and theories that often change the 
use of time and self-selected conversations with people who share school-based ideology. Most 
recently, common planning time has become the location of school-based professional 
development where discourse is structured around teachers‘ implementation of a reform 
initiative, which could be a program or an instruction where ideological dissonance, 
balkanization, or compliance are notable outcomes (Aichenstein, 2002; Hargreaves, 1991). In 
such a well-organized structure for reflection, it becomes important to establish ways of 
distinguishing between teachers‘ enactment of political expectations and teachers‘ authentic 
responses that represent some internalization of ideas into their existing knowledge and belief 
system. Given the time coaches have with teachers and the demand of other initiatives within a 
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school day, the lines between the two can be blurred or negated by the need to report more 
summative or quantifiable data that signal progress, such as improved test scores and attendance.  
Coaching: Time and Power 
The time it takes to build an ideological foundation among staff is often constrained by 
requirements and resources for implementation. Theoretically, coaching supports the ideology 
that (a) teachers must become more reflective in their decision-making process in teaching and 
learning; (b) reform initiatives should connect to the teachers‘ beliefs; and (c) this type of change 
must be constructed through social interaction with peers (Hall, 2006).  
Though the current model of coaching posits positive theoretical goals related to the 
study of teaching, it still presumes that the teacher needs fixing and places the coaches in a 
position of being the fixer. Power negotiations become immediate in terms of how coaches 
represent themselves as members of the community or representatives of the district. Therefore, 
coaches must understand how and where formal and informal power by individuals and groups 
generate cooperative and conflictive actions within this reform process.  
In addition to managing such tension, coaches must have knowledge of school politics 
and cultural norms and use that knowledge to inform actions with teachers and administrators to 
improve student achievement. Allen‘s (2008) use of the word manage in referring to coaches is 
significant because it proposes that there is an assumed hierarchy in the relationship between 
coaches and teachers. 
Micropolitical theory becomes a possible framework for identifying and analyzing the 
strategies teachers and coaches use within such a hierarchal relationship to continually negotiate 
their varied epistemological and ideological beliefs within systemic reform. These negotiations 
may also allow exploration of the impact of external initiatives on the culture and belief systems 
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within a school through coaches‘ interactions with informal and formal power structures within a 
building. 
The Politics of Teacher Change and School Culture 
If schools are political institutions, teachers are political beings, and their work is at the 
center of the negotiations that impact school change and student performance. In this context, 
teachers are often seen by educational reformers as the tools of, or obstacles to, change. In his 
study of secondary schools, Stephen Ball (1993) explored how the elements of the curriculum, 
the institution, and the market influence the power roles of the teacher in reform. The term 
market is often used to describe reform efforts that emphasize the competition for resources, 
curricular innovation, or privatization of schools (see: Harrington-Lueker, 1997). According to 
Ball (1993), in this market-driven reform  
management becomes both the means and the end in the school reform process. It is a 
mechanism for ensuring the delivery of a national curriculum, and it ties classroom 
practice, student performance, teacher appraisal, school recruitment and resource 
allocation into a single tight bundle of planning and surveillance. (p. 115-116) 
The concept of management in Ball‘s statement inadvertently brings us to the idea that someone 
must be the manager of change within the institution. Coaches are often required to take on this 
role.  
The Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition (CARLA) defined culture 
as ―the shared patterns of behaviors and interactions, cognitive constructs, and affective 
understanding that are learned through a process of socialization‖ (CARLA, 2008, p.1). By 
highlighting the importance of the day-to-day negotiations of teachers, administrators, students, 
and parents within a reform innovation, the importance of culture as a change factor is also 
noted. The way in which teachers and administrators share roles and responsibilities within a 
building and how they interact with each other and students is representative of a school culture. 
16 
 
Teachers will often refer to what is acceptable behavior at their school and what traditions are 
most valued by the staff. School reform implies that there is something ineffective or lacking in 
the existing culture of a school. Again, coaches are often the managers of change and are 
therefore viewed at first as an external force. Power and control of space, time, and discourse 
often become points of contentions between teachers and administrators with coaches as the 
mediators. 
In his text Revisiting the Culture of the School and the Problem of Change, Seymour 
Sarason (1996) made note of the importance of power relationships within school change. He 
maintained that people have been ―unaware of some of the fundamental ways that existing power 
relationships in schools and systems would defeat the goals of change‖ (p. 332). Districts often 
respond to external forms of accountability by challenging schools to attain narrower, 
quantifiable evidence of improvement in test scores. In such cases, teachers‘ responses and 
perceptions of professional marginalization or inequitable distribution of resources are often 
undocumented key factors in power relationships that result in the success or failure of a school 
initiative. Consequently, this study posits that understanding the levels and range of discourse 
used by different individuals to negotiate ideological leverage within school settings is a critical 
area of study about school reform and sustainable change. 
The Language of Change: Critical Discourse Analysis 
This study seeks to explore the political nature of school discourse and how it is used 
between teachers and coaches to negotiate change. In general, discourse as the tools and symbols 
of communication (oral and written) within the negotiations among teachers, coaches, and 
administrators has surfaced in research studies as a critical unit of analysis for studying 
interactions in the context of institutions.  
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Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is a way of viewing how power is established and 
negotiated during a school reform process. Power issues are evident in the oral and written 
discourse that coaches continually utilize to negotiate within the mandated contexts of school 
reform. CDA principles align with the theory of micropolitics, which places emphasis on the 
ongoing power struggles among members of a school community.  
According to Rebecca Rogers (2004), Gee (1999), and Fairclough (1993), attention to the 
contextual variables of discourse is supplementary to the process of analyzing the linguistic and 
social structure of language use. This research responds to questions about how teachers and 
coaches utilize micropolitical strategies to negotiate ideology and achieve their goals and how 
political strategies emerge and their impact on decision making and school culture. The 
researcher will draw from the sociopolitical nature of both Gee‘s and Fairclough‘s theories of 
CDA to analyze how micropolitical strategies are represented through text including language 
and behavior. 
The Setting 
Boston Public Schools is most noted for its innovative coaching approach as the major 
form of professional development. Since 2000, the district has been involved in a 12-year 
initiative entitled Focus on Children. The theories of change that have informed district policies 
have included standards-based curriculum, literacy across the curriculum, small learning 
communities, literacy coaching, and collaborative coaching and learning (CCL).  
The last 15 years of reform in Boston have presented an exceptional model of change 
theories being enacted in almost a chain reaction to the previous reform (for a timeline of these 
change initiatives, see Appendix A). In terms of coaching, Boston Public Schools was ahead of 
the trend when the district began a pilot program in 1997 as part of its broader school 
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improvement initiative. Nearly 80 literacy coaches worked at least once weekly in each of the 
city‘s K-12 schools to help teachers integrate effective literacy and the workshop model of 
instruction into their classrooms. Boston Public Schools had assumed a mandated focus on 
coaching and CCL as school-based professional development within all schools.  
The establishment of the CCL model across all schools was also an important factor for 
studying issues of teacher change. The procedure and expectation for this process was very 
explicit (see outline in Appendix B). In general, the job of the coach included the monthly 
submission of logs that provided the district with information about how many teachers 
participated in a 6-week CCL cycle, what topics were examined, and what were suggested next 
steps. Although the district did not find a consistent and linear connection between coaching, 
CCL, teacher change, and improved student performance, there was evidence of established and 
trusting relationships that emerged during the process. As stated earlier, there was also evidence 
of turf battles between teachers and coaches that were documented during research on this 
particular model of coaching (Gonsalves, 2003).  
The concept of sustainability has come to the forefront with recent shifts in central office 
administration in Boston Public Schools. In the 2008-2009 school year, most coaches were 
released, and close to 20 were rehired as district coaches and assigned to specific schools by the 
district. This has left some schools without a coach and with the responsibility of sustaining the 
work that has been accomplished by their coach. In some cases, coaches were hired by the 
principal or headmaster as a building administrator (e.g., assistant principal or assistant 
headmaster). This poses some interesting questions about the sustainability of coaching and the 
CCL model.  
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Many changes occurred as a result of the various partnerships in Boston Public Schools. 
A major change occurred in 2006 when Boston Public Schools‘ superintendent, Dr. Thomas 
Payzant, retired from his position. He was followed by Dr. Carol Johnson, who accepted the 
superintendent position in 2007. On January 30, 2008, Superintendent Johnson addressed the 
School Committee with her plan for the district. She based her plan on three main principles (see 
Appendix C). In a statement about the key principles of her reform, Dr. Johnson alluded to the 
significance of what she termed adult issues as an obstacle to student achievement. One can 
interpret her statement as clearly prioritizing student achievement. Micropolitical theory would 
support the interpretation of the superintendent‘s statement which suggests that the issues of 
adults in education (e.g., teachers, administrators, parents, partners, community organizers, and 
politicians) interfere with student achievement. The question is how the key principles of the 
city‘s reform agenda can be achieved without consideration of adult issues and their impact on 
the change process. 
Micropolitical theory would suggest that the issues that have emerged among these adults 
represent a dynamic of conflicts and alliances in ideology, beliefs, resources, and, ultimately, 
power. For example, recently the administration proposed the closing of schools in the Boston 
Public Schools system to consolidate resources and services to children. Through public 
hearings, parents and community leaders presented strong opposition to this plan and ultimately 
convinced the superintendent to change her proposal to close certain schools. Adult issues were 
obviously a strong factor in determining the outcome of this initiative.  
The site of the study is a middle school with approximately 400 students, of which 
approximately 30% are designated for special education services. The school has also been 
designated by the state for restructuring because of the continuous lack of student progress on the 
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Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS). In school reform, restructuring 
means that the school must document changes in curriculum, scheduling, and possibly staffing in 
order to address the needs of the students who are underperforming. As a result of the school‘s 
underperformance status, it was also one of the district‘s Superintendent Schools, a designation 
intended to encourage more innovative approaches to transforming schools that were in need of 
improvement. The district administration also negotiated with the teachers‘ union to grant 
autonomy from many union and district regulations to promote ―ambitious school improvement 
plans tailored to the particular needs of their students and families‖ (Boston Public Schools, 
2007, p. 3). The special features of the Superintendent Schools include the following: 
 Smaller class size 
 Full-time family and community outreach coordinator 
 Outstanding classroom instruction  
 Staff participation in at least 20 hours of additional professional development  
 An extended school day of one additional hour  
 Additional funds for student support services  
 Partnership with a university 
 Close monitoring and evaluation by district officials. (Boston Public Schools, p. 3-4) 
It should be noted that this study took place during the school‘s 2nd year as a Superintendent 
School and that the school was designated to close at the end of the school year.  
Closing the achievement gap was a major goal that was stated in the district‘s plan for 
improvement. Along with curricular changes, coaching is still seen as a viable means to improve 
instruction and student performance. Coaching also suggests that there is something about the 
organization—in this case a school—that can be improved through the organized efforts of a 
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coach as team leader. In the case of this study, the literacy coach‘s goal was to work with 
teachers to improve literacy instruction and student performance. The coach was also responsible 
for the implementation of Word Generation, which is an 18-week curriculum developed by the 
Strategic Education Research Partnership (SERP) to increase the academic vocabulary of middle 
school students through cross-content area instruction. The curriculum required teachers to 
introduce five targeted words each week in each of the core content areas (i.e., English, 
mathematics, science, and social studies). Each content area had its own lesson for that week that 
was designed as a 15-minute minilesson at the beginning of the class period (SERP, 2007). 
Teachers were required to meet with the coach once a week during the common planning time 
period to support the implementation of this curriculum. These requirements or mandates 
undoubtedly influenced the role of the coach and the CCL cycle. This study will attempt to 
unpack the issues of power and the symbolic behaviors of a coach and a group of teachers during 
negotiations to examine the impact of political policy and reform on the day-to-day interactions 
of individuals.  
Conclusion 
At this point, coaching as the most recent innovation of change in schools is at the center 
of the political struggles between districts, schools, teachers, and, of course, students. This study 
encourages consideration of the influence that layers of reform innovations have on the human 
dynamics within a particular school when the day-to-day relationships that have established the 
identity of those within the school are restructured in order to improve student performance. The 
theories of micropolitics and CDA can possibly provide more insight into the political nature of 
teachers and literacy coaches negotiations in these circumstances. The following chapter presents 
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Theories of micropolitics, teacher change, coaching, and CDA are interrelated in their 
influence on school reform and current trends in professional development for teachers. These 
areas of study comprise a cross section of organizational, educational, linguistic, and 
sociopolitical theories that represent the complexity of interactions within a single school reform 
innovation. In particular, the goal of this chapter is to review how coaching is connected to the 
other areas of study.  
Micropolitics 
This study explores the negotiation of power and ideology between teachers and coaches 
in the context of school reform. In this case, ideology refers to the values and beliefs that 
individuals hold as true about their work and their colleagues within their school community. 
The area of research that considers the political nature of schools and other organizations is 
micropolitics, which emerged from the study by political theorists of organizational management 
as a way to analyze the use of power within school settings. Blase (1991a) explained 
micropolitics as 
the use of formal and informal power by individuals and groups to achieve their goals in 
organizations. In large part, political actions result from perceived differences between 
individuals and groups, coupled with the motivation to use power to influence and to 
protect. Although such actions are consciously motivated, any action, consciously or 
unconsciously motivated, may have political significance in a given situation. 
Furthermore, both cooperative and conflictive actions and processes are part of the realm 
of micropolitics. (p. 11) 
 
The majority of micropolitical theory has emphasized the power relationship between 
teachers and administrators (Aichenstein, 2002; Blase, 1991a; Blase and Anderson, 1995; 
Hargreaves, 1991; Lortie, 1975). A number of studies explored the dynamics of the teacher-
24 
 
student relationship in the classroom (Blase & Anderson, 1995). More recent studies have 
examined the political and competitive natures of change and its influence on the status of 
teachers involved in school reform initiatives (Ball, 1997). Much of the early literature seemed to 
focus on the negative or conflictive aspects of political strategies within organizational 
development or change.  
According to Joseph Blase (1991a), early micropolitical theories paid attention to the 
political nature of private and public organizations. In 1961, Thomas Burns, an early 
micropolitical theorist, associated political activity in organizations with making use of others as 
resources. He argued that there were both consensus and conflictive forces in action that worked 
toward self- interest and across ―a division of values‖ (Blase, 1991a, p 4). Other theorists, that 
include Cyert and March (1963) and Pettigrew (1973), also raised questions about the more 
traditional apolitical approach to public organizations in their theoretical text about 
organizational decision making in leadership styles. Wamsley and Zald (1973) and Schein 
(1977) also argued for the political nature of organizations and individual behaviors within this 
context. Similar to Burns, they maintained that organizational politics consisted of consensus and 
conflictive processes that influenced individuals‘ reactions toward leadership and policy. This 
theory was reinforced by Bacharach and Lawler (1980) who also cited the ―tactical use of power 
by leadership to retain or obtain control of real or symbolic resources‖ (Blase, p. 7). Similarly, 
Pfeiffer (1981) defined organizational politics as competitive in its focus on acquiring and 
utilizing power to obtain specific results in a situation where there is uncertainty or conflict 
(Blase, 1991a).  
The early political theorists maintain that these views created political competition, 
coalitions, and conflict within organizations and prevented positive and sustainable change (see 
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Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; Bacharach & Mitchell, 1987; Iannoccone, 1975). Their major 
critique of other more positivistic leadership theorists (see Getzels & Guba, 1957; Fayol, 1949; 
Parsons, 1951; Taylor, 1947; Weber, 1947) was that their emphasis on traditional, rational 
approaches to organizations and the systems approaches was limited in the documentation of the 
day-to-day sociopolitical dynamics that influence schools. Micropolitical theorists also 
contended that organizations are continually influenced by the political nature of organizational 
decision making, formal and informal power structures, contrasting ideologies and goals, and 
resource allocations. Moreover, they found that members of organizations used what they called 
political strategies, such as coalition building and political exchange, to achieve their 
organizational and personal goals (Ball, 1987; Blase, 1991a; Gronn, 1986; Hoyle, 1987). Their 
theories also suggest that the external political pressures of reform will add to and be influenced 
by the already existing political struggles between individuals in a school (Blase, 1991a). 
Iannaccone was the earliest organizational study theorist to apply micropolitical theory to 
education. His research provided early perspective about teachers‘ demands for autonomy as a 
political ideology and how such demands interact with the interests of school administrators and 
the public (Blase, 1991a). Later, research on school management by Peter Gronn also examined 
these different modes of conflict by utilizing the construct of an action-inaction continuum 
(Blase, 1991a). According to Gronn (as cited in Blase 1991), there was, in addition to overt 
conflict, a continuum of behaviors that occurred in certain situations including the following: 
 covert conflict (group may suppress its inclination to dissent), 
 latent conflict (issues are seen as personal troubles)  
 inaction through self-censorship (group may refrain from political activity because of 




 inaction due to an idea‘s failure to enter consciousness (people‘s perceptions are 
shaped in such a way that they accept their situations without question. (p. 9) 
 
Gronn‘s theory of the action-inaction continuum paid attention to the conflictive 
responses that are most noticeable when teachers appear to react to reform initiatives, like 
common planning time, with simple or mindless compliance rather than collegial or intellectual 
commitment. Gronn‘s theory was also consistent with other researchers on teachers and reform 
(Campbell, 1995; Coburn, 2001, 2004; Kardos & Johnson, 2001; Lortie, 1975) who also cited 
evidence of teachers‘ collaborative and conflictive responses toward reform initiatives. These 
studies also emphasized the importance of school culture and human dynamics in school reform. 
Stephen Ball (1987) is one of the most prominent micropolitical theorists. His theories of 
school organization emphasized a more comprehensive political theory that stressed group-level 
analysis and conflict dynamics or arenas of struggle. Akin to Gronn‘s theory, Ball noted that 
differences in ideologies, goals, and expectations are inevitable in schools and therefore covert 
and overt conflict naturally exists between individuals. In the UK, Stephen Ball (1995) further 
explored the external influence of the economic market on micropolitics and changes in teachers‘ 
roles within school reform. In this study, Ball contended that the management of curriculum and 
schools can become both the means and the ends of reform, by which the manager takes power 
over school discourse and indicators of student performance away from the teachers. Ball‘s 
beliefs about management of teachers in reform continue to be at the core of power struggles in 
schools because he raised the question of who is in control of whom and what is being taught. 
Most significantly, his ideas suggest that there are some forms of political action being taken by 
individuals and groups that influence school culture and change.  
The majority of micropolitical studies conducted in education have focused on the 
teacher-principal relationship and in particular on the influence on school cultures (Blase & 
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Anderson, 1995). One major finding has been that the principal's micropolitical behavior results 
in either negative or positive consequences for teachers depending on the strategy of 
micropolitical influence that principal uses. For example, a principal‘s micropolitical control 
strategies that include authoritarianism, control of decision making, coercion, and favoritism, 
have been associated with a lack of teacher loyalty, motivation, risk taking, and commitment to 
the school. On the other hand, principals' positive micropolitical strategies such as praise, 
collaboration, and support have been found to raise the level of teacher self-esteem, confidence, 
sensitivity to student needs, and job satisfaction (see Ball, 1987; Blase, 1990, 1991a; Radnor, 
1990; Spaulding, 1994a, 1994b).  
Two major micropolitical studies concentrated on the teacher-student micropolitical 
relationship (Blase, 1991b; Bloome & Willett, 1991). Blase (1991b) conducted a study in a high 
school setting and focused on the micropolitical behavior of teachers toward their students. 
Bloome and Willett (1991) conducted a study in a first-grade classroom with limited English 
proficient (LEP) students and focused on the micropolitical interaction that occurs between 
students and their teacher during reading lessons. Bloome and Willett suggested that their study 
generated some insight and possible criteria for further study of the micropolitics of classroom 
interaction between students and teachers. They maintained that the ―politics of classroom need 
to be explored in terms of the immediacy of the classroom life and the day-to-day struggles of 
teachers and students.‖ They also suggested that such ―politics occur on several levels that 
include the community and school, the academic lesson, the structures of the classroom 
interaction, and the substance of classroom interaction‖ (p.229). 
As stated earlier, most of the literature on micropolitics underscores the influence of both 
collaborative and conflictive interactions between teachers and administrators and the range of 
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micropolitical strategies that administrators, teachers, and students have utilized to achieve 
individual and group goals. Although coaches could be characterized as administrative 
consultants because they are hired to carry out district goals, they are often part of the teacher 
bargaining unit. This dual membership can often create a perception by both teachers and 
administrators of a dichotomous coach identity as colleague or supervisor. How the coach is 
perceived by the school community can also influence the ways in which teachers choose to 
communicate and how much they are willing to trust. Trust has also emerged as a major 
micropolitical tension and an important factor in successful implementations of school reform 
initiatives (Bryk & Schneider, 2002). Not surprising, trust has become a major focus in 
management and organizational literature (Armour, 2007). 
Time has also emerged as a major source of micropolitical tension within school reform. 
Joseph Cambone (1994) examined the relationship between school reform and teachers‘ 
perceptions of time. He makes the claim that without a rudimentary change in the ways we 
conceptualize time, especially for teachers, our best efforts at teacher participation in school 
reform will probably decline. Often, externally imposed schedules actually work against teacher 
participation in school restructuring. Cambone contends that time is something that is 
constructed to a large extent by the individuals who live that time. His research presented a 
noteworthy example of the conflictive interaction between teachers and reform. Connelly and 
Clandinin (1990) have studied the work of Zerubavel (1981, 1985) on the sociology of time and 
applied it to schools. A key characteristic of sociotemporal cycles is that they have strong, 
resilient boundaries such as the beginning and endings of periods or the number of school days in 
a school year (Cambone, 1994). Mandated common planning time in some ways violates the 
boundaries of sociotemporal cycles because it may bring teachers together in what they perceive 
29 
 
as an intrusive process in their already established and autonomous use of time during the school 
day. 
Again, belief in the idea that schools are political institutions requires researchers to think 
about the external political factors that influence how teachers are perceived by researchers and 
administrators as the focus of or the obstacles to change. This ideology is represented in 
examples of ―teacher-proof curricula,‖ which assume that the input of a specific knowledge can 
result in change in not only student achievement but also improvement in teachers‘ instructional 
practices. In a similar reaction to teacher-proof curricula, resistance to imposed structures for 
teachers‘ use of time has been analyzed in studies on teacher resistance and sustainability. 
Andrew Hargreaves (1991, 2002, 2003) has coined the phrase contrived collegiality to describe 
teachers‘ action or inaction during mandated meeting time. His research has extended the global 
conversation on reform by concentrating on the sustainability of teacher change and the 
importance of understanding teachers‘ work in the context of micropolitical considerations. 
Hargreaves‘ research (1991, 2002) examined the theory of micropolitics from the perspectives of 
interactions among teachers and between teachers and school principals and also investigated 
teacher vulnerability to internal and external organizational factors.  
Micropolitical theory may have potential value in studying the conflict and collaborations 
that help different groups in the context of school reform acquire what they think they need to 
sustain or change ideas and beliefs. Although such factors strongly influence reform initiatives, 
they are not easily observed or quantified (Blase, 1991a, 199b). Because micropolitics 
emphasizes ideological alliances and conflicts in the political life of schools, the researcher has 
utilized certain concepts of micropolitical theory as a framework to identify the types of 
strategies that coaches and teachers employ within meeting structures to achieve certain goals 
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and to illuminate how the politics and culture within the building influence the day-to-day 
interactions of teachers with each other and the coach during efforts at school reform. 
Coaching 
A Historical Perspective 
Although coaching has emerged as a major reform initiative and the link between literacy 
policies and their implementation in a school, empirical literature on coaching has been, at best, 
limited and focused on more theoretical and inquiry research. As a school reform strategy, 
coaching has shown great promise in enhancing positive outcomes in student achievement 
(Knight, 2009). Dating back to the 1930s, the concept of coaching is not new, but its role in 
education reform has become prominent over the last decade (Sturtevant, 2004). Though there is 
little scientific evidence that specifically addresses the impact of literacy coaches, there is 
research that suggests coaching can be an effective means of strengthening teachers‘ instruction 
(Neufeld & Roper, 2003).  
Researchers Bean and Wilson (1981) explored the development of the literacy coach 
movement and the progression of the coach from a reading specialist in the 1930s, that supported 
teachers in improving the reading program, to their development as the reading teacher after 
World War II as a result of the national criticism of the public schools system and students‘ 
ability to read. As a reading intervention, coaches were focused on working with students.  
A recent longitudinal study on coaching by Weber, Raphael, Goldman, Sullivan, and 
George in 2009 traced the emergence of the literacy coach from the role of literacy specialist, 
which had continued into the 1960s with the support of Title I funding through the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1963. The act funded reading specialist and was designed to 
reduce the literacy gap through targeted instruction to struggling readers. Student performance 
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results showed that there was little change in the gap for those underperforming students after 
almost 35 years of reading specialists and pull-out programs. In the late 1990s, the focus on 
professional development for teachers was targeted as one of the problems of reform. Research 
showed that one-shot training with no follow up did not result in observable changes in 
instructional practices (Showers & Joyce, 1996). The concept of literacy coaches emerged as a 
more viable form of professional development because it offered school-based support for 
teachers and assisted the shift to more situated models of learning.  
This study marks a notable effort to raise the level of research on literacy coaching as a 
professional development model. Although empirical data related to other models of coaching is 
very limited, there is still strong support for continued use of various forms of educational 
coaching as a form of school-based professional development. 
Current Models of Coaching 
The instructional coaching model emerged from research findings on adolescent literacy 
and the expectation for all teachers to support students‘ literacy development (Knight, 2009). 
Based on the partnership approach from the Kansas Center for Research on Learning model, 
instructional coaching emphasizes collaboration between the teacher and the coach (Knight, 
2007). Other research from the Educational Alliance at Brown University (2006) reviewed the 
existing literature on instructional coaching in the United States and found that the roles and the 
theories on which the instructional coaching model was based varied across the research 
literature.  
Cognitive coaching focused more on cognitive aspects of decision making. In 1984, 
Arthur Costa and Robert Garmston developed this coaching approach to aid principals in moving 
beyond evaluation to supporting teachers in reflective and self-motivating practice in order to 
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improve student performance. It has expanded in its utilization with teachers as a model that 
encourages more awareness of how beliefs and thought processes determine instructional 
decision making.  
Content coaching emerged with standards-based reform and accountability that focused 
on secondary content proficiency, especially in mathematics. In content coaching, the expert is 
assigned to work with different teachers to improve specific curricular and instructional practices 
(Knight, 2009). A well-known coaching model that emerged was content-focused coaching in 
New York‘s School‘s District Two (West & Staub, 2003). Both instructional coaching and 
cognitive coaching models embody a form of peer coaching, which is also considered an 
effective form of staff development that showed signs of improving teachers‘ instructional 
practices in a longitudinal study on effective staff development conducted by R. N. Bush in 1984 
(Knight, 2009). 
Change coaching has also emerged as a form of professional development for whole 
school change. In most cases, a change coach works with the administration to support 
organizational change. This role is more related to the other fields of study on organizational 
development that emerged in the 1950s. In his book Coaching Whole School Change, David 
Allen (2008) discussed coaching as a professional practice of a school community. He 
maintained that change coaches must have an understanding of school culture and collaboration 
and must be able to manage the following tensions: 
 Being an insider while maintaining the critical, informed perspective of an outsider. 
 
 Working with many people while being able to give close attention to individuals. 
 
 Working simultaneously on the individual and organization levels. 
 Modeling action (being a doer) while supporting others in action. 
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 Maintaining a long-term perspective while working productively in the short term. 
(p.5) 
 
Though there are many forms of coaching being used in different districts, literacy 
coaching has become the most noted form of professional development in school reform. In 
Reading First, the role of the coach is supporting teachers in using effective reading instruction 
that is grounded in researched-based instructional practices to improve students‘ reading ability. 
This may also be connected to a particular curriculum that includes all of the research-based 
practices. In a report by Deussen, Coskie, Robinson, and Autio (2007) on the work and 
background of Reading First coaches, entitled Coach Can Mean Many Things, the following 
categories of literacy coaching roles in Reading First were identified at the elementary level: 
 Data-oriented coaches that spent on average 45% of their workweek on data and 
assessment-related tasks. In the study, the coaches described the focus of their work 
as facilitating the connection between data and instruction. 
 Student-oriented coaches that spent more time than other coaches working directly 
with students and the least 14% of the time working with teachers. They saw students 
as central to what they did. 
 Managerial coaches that spent a substantial portion of their time keeping the systems 
running in their schools—facilitating meetings and keeping up with paperwork. 
 Teacher-oriented coaches that spent comparatively little time on paperwork and data-
related tasks; they saw themselves primarily as providers of professional development 
for teachers. They spent between 41 and 52 percent of their time working directly 
with teachers. Many of them worked with small groups of teachers, and about a third 
of them tended to work with individual teachers. (p.4) 
 
Deussen et al.‘s (2007) study was limited to five states and only Reading First coaches. 
Its findings suggested that the coaches‘ were clearly defined as the experts to support reading 
instruction in a highly structured reform model. The findings also showed that these roles were 
often determined by the geographical, political, and cultural context of the school. Hence, 
literacy coaching is defined differently from one location to another because it is driven by the 
context of the community in which it exists (Knight, 2009).  
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The longitudinal study on literacy coaching by Weber, Raphael, Goldman, Sullivan, and 
George (2009) examined the roles of 29 literacy coaches in 14 schools in a Midwestern urban 
district through field notes, surveys, and interviews with the coaches, principals, and school 
teachers. Their findings revealed that literacy coaches in the study assumed as least five roles 
that included ―change agent, community builder, instructional facilitator, curriculum leader, and 
negotiator‖ (p. 20). The preliminary findings also showed that there were common issues that the 
literacy coaches had to deal with that included resistant teachers, insufficient time, and lack of 
communication, while balancing their roles, which varied across all of the K-8 schools.  
The contextualized roles of coaches have made it difficult to locate any consistent 
empirical research on a particular model of coaching. According to the research cited in an 
analysis by Jake Cornett and Jim Knight (2009) literacy coaching relies on a combination of the 
research that supports peer coaching, cognitive coaching, and instructional coaching (see Buly, 
Coskie, Robinson, & Egawa, 2006; Duessen & Buly, 2006; Deussen et al., 2007). Cornett and 
Knight noted that in their research they found no control-style studies on effective literacy 
coaching in terms of changes in teachers‘ behaviors or students‘ academic achievement. Much of 
the research focused on tasks that coaches performed and quantifiable outcomes like the number 
of hours they met with teachers, the increase in students‘ performance on tests, or the fidelity of 
curriculum implementation (Knight, 2009). 
Neufeld and Roper‘s (2003) report on coaching also contends that teachers whose 
professional development included coaching were more likely to try out the new ideas they 
learned. As stated in Chapter 1 of this document, Elizabeth Sturtevant‘s (2003) report for the 
Alliance for Excellent Education, The Literacy Coach: A Key for Improving Teaching and 
Learning in Secondary Schools, called coaches the ―key players in the change process‖ (p.18). In 
35 
 
addition, a study of literacy coaching by Nancy Shanklin (2008) supported the positive outcomes 
of coaching in different initiatives across the country. Her study also revealed that there were 
questions that still needed to be explored by more research on the influences of power 
relationships between teachers, coaches, and administrators and how teachers‘ career stage, 
gender, age, and ethnic identity influence the effectiveness of the coach. 
The Political Nature of Coaching  
Shanklin‘s questions about coaching reinforce the need for more empirical research that 
exams the power relationship between teachers and coaches in an ever-evolving political arena 
of change. A more recent development has been the Literacy Coaching Clearinghouse (2006). 
This online resource was established as a collaborative effort between the International Reading 
Association (IRA) and the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE). The following 
goals are listed on the Coaching Clearinghouse Web site: 
 to increase the knowledge base, research, and practice of literacy coaches, reading 
coaches, reading specialists, and instructional coaches as they engage teachers in 
coaching as a form of professional learning;  
 
 to collect and monitor the research on literacy coaching;  
 
 to assist district administrators, school principals, literacy coaches, reading coaches, 
reading specialists, and instructional coaches in their development of quality coaching 
programs based upon findings from research and coaches‘ own practices;  
 
 to assist IRA and NCTE in the development of policy on literacy coaching and to 
promote these understandings through briefs, forums, and presentations both within 
the organizations and to external audiences;  
 
 to encourages coaches, teachers, principals, administrators, policymakers, and others 
to seek IRA and NCTE membership, publications, conferences, consultants, and 
professional development offerings; and 
 
 to exemplify how IRA and NCTE can work together on projects of mutual interest 




The online briefs and study group forums at this site represent an acknowledgement that 
the discourse of human interaction within this innovation may be worth examining. The goals of 
the Clearinghouse also allude to the need for more research on coaching and more explicit 
professional development for coaches. This study proposes to add to the larger role of coaching 
within the context of high-stakes school reform.  
Teacher Change and School Culture 
Changing the lives and work of teachers is central to school reform. The study of the 
impact of reform on the role of teachers by Woods, Jeffrey, Troman, and Boyle, (1997) 
illuminated the tension that has been caused by the varying levels of accountability associated 
with school reform. The researchers found that teachers‘ responses to an initiative ranged from 
willingly supportive to compliant to resistant to feeling diminished. These findings connect with 
Gronn‘s (1986) micropolitical theory of a continuum of behavior that goes from covert conflict 
to complete inaction toward a reform initiative. This is why the role of the coach is perceived as 
a powerful strategy because a coach is a human face of the initiative and also provides one-on-
one support and encouragement (Neufeld & Roper, 2003).  
Other literature contends that teachers‘ willingness to collaborate and engage in reform 
efforts is also based on whether the school has fostered a culture of change or resistance (Ball, 
1987; Campbell, 1983; Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986; Fullan, 1993; Hargreaves, 1994; 
Hargreaves & Fullan, 1998; Kardos, Johnson, Peske, Kauffman, & Liu, 2001; Little, 1990; 
McLaughlin & Talbert, 2000; Richardson & Placier, 2001). Additional research related to 
teacher change has also shown that teachers will show levels of resistance to mandated change 
and react in an individualistic and often conservative mode of teaching to survive what they 
consider unfair or unjust demands (Achinstein, 2002; Ball, 1987; Little, 1990; Lortie, 1971; 
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Sarason, 1983). Other researchers actually encourage reform to view resistance as a way of 
seeing the obstacles to sustainable change (Bailey, 2000; Cuban 1989; Gitlin & Margonis, 1995; 
Huberman, 1993). Within all of these studies, how teachers perceive their roles in reform 
engenders a continuum of behaviors and emotional responses to change that can have a positive 
or negative influence on change and students‘ academic lives. 
Robert Evans (2005) also maintained that the human feelings that teachers often 
experience during education reform—loss, anxiety, ambivalence, and resistance—have 
historically been ignored. Like Evans, Hargreaves (2003) and Margolis and Nagel (2006) noted 
the importance of studying the emotional responses of teachers during reform. Specifically, they 
explored the tension between innovations and teacher-administrator perceptions within a school 
change effort. Furthermore, other studies found that teachers‘ negative perceptions of change 
manifested themselves in very real ways within day-to-day school interactions (Kyriacou, 2001), 
which has been highlighted in studies on teacher education and careers by Richardson and 
Placier (2001). As human institutions, schools are in a constant state of transformation, and 
individual teachers continually adapt to or initiate the impetus for that transformation at all times.  
An innovation may be perceived as a disruption in the routines of the school and can also 
engender a lost sense of efficacy and power on the part of teachers. This would be true for a 
coach who enters the building and becomes the lead learner, replacing the teachers who 
originally had the status with informal power over the other teachers. The location of power is 
always a concern of teachers. This idea has also emerged in the literature on teacher reflection 
and collaboration (Campbell, 1996; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993; Hargreaves, 1991, 1994; 
Little, 1999; Schon, 1983) and teacher leadership (see Miller, 2002; Smylie, Conley, & Marks, 
2002 in Blase, 1991). 
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Bryk and Schneider (2002) asserted that trust is an overlooked dimension of school 
improvement. They argued that the social relationships at work in school communities comprise 
an underlying feature of their operation and that the nature of these social exchanges and the 
local cultural features that shape them influence a school‘s capacity to improve. Based on their 
research on Chicago Public Schools‘ decentralization reform, they found that the broad base of 
trust across a school community lubricates much of a school‘s day-to-day functioning and is a 
critical resource as local leaders embark on ambitious improvement plans.  
Empirical and theoretical studies have also provided detailed accounts of teachers‘ 
emotions and the role they play in teachers‘ professional and personal development (Huberman, 
1989, 1993; Johnson, 1990). Many of these studies have been inspired by sociological, feminist, 
and poststructuralist theories that examine the role of culture, power, and ideology in creating 
emotional discourses. As stated earlier in this document, it is also suggested by studies on 
teacher change that an understanding of the variations in interactions and relationships between 
teachers and administrators is critical to sustaining change.  
As discussed in the first chapter, coaching has become an important reform initiative that 
is based on the idea of human dynamics and improvement of performance. Coaching also 
suggests that the human dynamic can be shaped in a manner that leads to improved instructional 
practices and student performance. These studies also cite the centrality of human emotion, 
which is difficult to quantify as a predictable, controllable factor in the change process. Although 
these studies have cited the somewhat negative impact of teachers‘ emotions during reform, they 
have encouraged the consideration of the possible impact of teachers‘ positive emotions toward 
reform and how such interactions might be discouraged by perceived power struggles between 
teachers and administrators.  
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Critical Discourse Analysis 
Background 
The idea that schools are political institutions implies that the discourse among the 
individuals in those institutions is also politically motivated. This literature review examines how 
CDA can be utilized to explore the political strategies employed by teachers and coaches to 
negotiate beliefs and practices within the context of school reform and, specifically, mandated 
common planning time. CDA is within the domain of critical applied linguistics, which 
emphasizes the relationship between power dynamics of applied linguistics.  
CDA is based on the assumption that language use is always constructing and is 
constructed by social, cultural, political, and economic contexts (Roger, 2005). CDA draws from 
neoMarxist cultural theory the assumption that these discourses are produced and used within 
political economies and that they represent broader ideological interests, social formations, and 
movements within those fields (Hall, 1996). 
With micropolitics as the key framework for understanding the power relations between 
teachers and coaches, CDA has a logical alignment because of its association with the study of 
power relations. CDA is deeply entrenched in the ideology of the Frankfurt School of critical 
theory and is utilized by researchers who attempt to describe, interpret, and explain the 
relationship between language and society (Habermas, 1976). According to Fairclough and 
Wodak (1997), there are eight core principles of CDA: 
 CDA addresses social problems 
 Power relations are discursive 
 Discourse constitutes society and culture 
 Discourse does ideological work 
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 Discourse is historical  
 A sociocognitive approach is needed to understand how relations between texts 
and society are mediated 
 
 Discourse analysis is interpretive and explanatory and uses a systematic 
methodology  
 
 Critical discourse analysis is a socially committed scientific paradigm. (Rogers, 
2004, p.2) 
 
Systemic functional linguistics (SFL) is considered to be the linguistic foundation of 
CDA (Halliday, 1994; Halliday & Hasan, 1989). It places the function of what language does 
and how it does it as central. SFL also maintains a basic assumption that the object of language 
study should be a whole text, not a decontextualized sentence or utterance. Another assumption 
of SFL is that language and literacy practices are socially situated and have underlying systems 
of meanings.  
Despite the centrality of SFL in discourse studies in general, and CDA in particular, 
educational researchers in the American context have been reluctant to take up the work of SFL 
as a theoretical framework (Christie, 2002; Cope & Kalantzis, 2000; Goatly, 2000; 
Schleppergrell, 2001). According to Rebecca Rogers (2005), CDA became a more prominent 
research theory in American education with Siegel and Fernandez‘s research on classroom 
discourse in 2000, which utilized CDA as a basis for studying exchanges between teachers and 
students.  
Rogers (2005) also points out that local, institutional, and societal levels of interpretations 
take place at each of the text, discourse practice, and social levels of CDA as defined by 
Fairclough (1992, 1995). According to Rogers, Fairclough‘s ―analytical procedures consist of a 
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three-tiered model that includes the description, interpretation, and explanation of discursive 
relations and social practices‖ (p.7.) at the following levels: 
 local (text—newspapers, political speeches, school board meetings),  
 institutional (social institutions that enable to constrain local domain-school, political 
affiliations), and  
 societal (policies and meta-narratives that shape and are shaped by the institutional 
and local domains) domains of analysis.) 
In their analysis of political texts, Fairclough and Chouliaraki (1999) used these levels as 
the framework for viewing texts within their local, institutional, and societal context to 
understand language and practice in social change. Rogers (2004) claimed that these same 
contexts (local, institutional, and societal) were relevant to educational researchers‘ study of 
teacher-student interaction, curriculum documents, institutional meetings, educational 
laboratories, and institutional discourse. In her research on CDA, Rogers made note of how 
Fairclough‘s (1993) framework also adopted Halliday‘s definition of texts as oral and written 
language when he referred to social practices as ways of controlling or excluding certain social 
structures of language. Rogers also noted that Fairclough includes a semiotic nature of discourse 
as a significant element of social practice in genres (ways of acting), discourses (ways of 
representing), and styles (ways of being).  
Ruth Wodak and Michael Meyer (2001) contended that in its effort to make power 
relationships more visible, CDA uses concepts of intertextuality and interdiscursivity. 
Intertextuality, a theory that was introduced by Julia Kristeva in 1986, presumes that meaningful 
discourse is based on a network of prior and concurrent discourse and different texts. 
Interdiscursivity refers to the relationship of a discourse to other discourses (Agenot, 2004; 
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Fairclough, 2003). According to Wodak and Meyer (2001), ―CDA is . . . defined by its concerns 
with power as a central condition in social life, and its efforts to develop a theory of language, 
which incorporates this as a major premise‖ (p.11). Wodak and Meyer assert that power is 
signified by the grammatical forms within a text and by the individual‘s control of a social 
occasion by means of the genre of the text.  
Criticism of CDA has been related to the lack of rigor as a research method and possible 
bias of social theory over linguistic methods in determining the meaning of the data (Wodak & 
Meyer, 2001; see also Bucholtz, 2001; Flowerdew, 1999; Pennycook, 2001; Price, 1998; Toolan, 
1997; Tyrwhitt-Drake, 1999; Vershueren, 2001; Widdowson, 1998). 
Approaches to Critical Discourse Analysis  
CDA has different approaches. According to Foucault (1972) and Pecheux (1975), 
French discourse analysis supposes that language and discourse are not transparent or neutral 
means for describing or analyzing the social and biological world. They maintain that CDA 
effectively constructs, regulates, and controls knowledge, social relations, and institutions.  
Foucault (1992) defined discourse as a mode of socially constructed action. He identified 
how texts, discourse practices, and social practices work. He used Halliday‘s (1978) definition of 
text as spoken and written language for his framework, which has provided a basis for describing 
how educational texts construct children, teachers, students and human subjects in different 
relations of power and knowledge. In his historical studies of asylums, governments, prisons, and 
schools, Foucault (1988) focused on how historical configurations of discourse constructed new 
kinds of human subjects. He argued that institutionalized discourses consist of categorical grids 
of specification that classify and regulate people‘s identities, bodies, domestic and civil spaces, 
and social practices in different relations of knowledge and power.  
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Social semiotics is another CDA approach which examines semiotic practices specific to 
a culture and community for the making of various kinds of texts and meanings in a variety of 
situational contexts and contexts of culturally meaningful activity (Kress & Hodges, 1988). Part 
of this study does question whether common planning time is considered a meaningful activity 
for teachers. This would also suggest that the discourse by participants (both teachers and 
coaches) would be influenced by this perception.  
CDA has been utilized in studies of classroom talk to identify many typical discourse 
moves and techniques with which teachers regulate classroom knowledge (Rogers, 2005). 
Studies of gender and cultural identity document how students' resistance can reshape school 
knowledge and social relations (Gutierrez, Larsen & Kreuter, 1995). In yet another approach to 
CDA, Teun vanDijk‘s (1993) sociocognitive study examined students' roles during a long-term 
collaborative task that required them to master the complex sets of cognitive, regulatory, and 
social skills needed for building knowledge largely from their own and their peers' ideas and 
observations. The results were used to raise students' and teachers' awareness of the personal 
resources, interactive processes, and norms that can support or derail knowledge construction in 
collaborative groups. Very little has been said about students as having any influence on reform. 
This study suggests that students are significant stakeholders in school reform and that the 
location of the power is often limited to the relationship with the teacher.  
Power is a central factor in studies that utilize CDA as a framework to analyze issues of 
injustice within a society. Henriques, Hollway, Urwin, Venn, and Walkerdine (1984; as cited in 
Luke 1995) combined poststructuralist and neoMarxist educational analysis to describe the 
hegemonic power of educational discourses in the construction of gender, cultural identity, and 
child development. Other studies have described the broad development and intellectual history 
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of particular paradigms and networks of ideas. These studies have included historical studies of 
childhood, progressive education, and mental measurement as well as contemporary studies or 
sociological critiques of educational policy and curriculum fields including mathematics, 
physical education, language, literacy teaching, and student teaching (Ball, 1990; Mulderrig, 
2003; Wulftange, 2006).  
Discourse historical method is another approach to CDA that identifies social problems 
deserving investigation and presents an approach to understanding communication and its 
barriers in a variety of institutional contexts such as the outpatient clinic, the courtroom, or 
school (Wodak, 1996, 1999). For example, during a study of racist, anti-Semitic, nationalist, 
ethnicist discourse in 2001, Ruth Wodak and Martin Reisigl developed a four-step process of 
analysis for the investigation of discursive strategies (Wodak and Meyer, 2001).  
Most significant to this study is the work done by Loukia Sarroub (2004) that analyzed 
the decision-making process and ideological debates between teachers and researchers about 
literacy and assessments. Sarroub states that she left out the word critical in this study because 
she was analyzing how people talked beyond the sentence level versus how and why people talk 
and interact in a specific way (Rogers, 2004). In her ethnographic analysis, Sarroub identified 
reframing as a transition strategy used by the participants to negotiate the direction of their 
discussion. She stated that her analysis of 11 minutes of talk also had implications that the 
decision-making process between teachers and researchers within school reform could be studied 
through discourse analysis.  
Aligned with the theories that language is functional and political is James Paul Gee‘s 
(1996) theory of discourse analysis, which also posits that language is always in use as action 
and is always political. His inquiry and case studies of language functions in different contexts 
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suggests that relationships are fluid and that the idea of knowledge becomes situationally 
connected to perspectives and relationships within an institution during a specific time for a 
defined purpose. He divides the unit of analysis into ―discourse,‖ to study language in use within 
a specific context, and ―Discourse,‖ as when referring to when this language in use is enacting 
specific identities. According to Gee (1999), whenever we speak or write, we always 
simultaneously build six areas of reality: 
1. The meaning and value of aspects of the material world: I enter a plain, square room, 
and speak and act in a certain way, and where I sit becomes the ―front‖ of the room. 
 
2. Activities: We talk and act in one way and we are engaged in formally opening a 
committee meaning; we talk and act in another way and we are engaged in ―chit-chat‖ 
before the official start of the meeting.  
 
3. Identities and relationships: I talk and act in one way one moment and I am speaking 
and acting as the ―chair‖ of the committee; the next moment I speak and talk in a 
different way and I am speaking and acting as a peer/colleague speaking to another. 
 
4. Politics (the distribution of social goods or status): I talk and act in such a way that a 
visibly angry male in a committee meeting is ―standing his ground on principle,‖ but 
a visibly angry female is ―hysterical.‖  
  
5. Connections: I talk and act so as to make what I am saying here and now in this 
committee meeting about whether we should admit more minority students connected 
to or relevant to what I said last week about my fears of losing my job given the new 
government‘s turn to the right. 
 
6. Semiotics: I talk and act so as to make the knowledge and language of lawyers 
relevant (privileged), or not, over ―everyday language‖ or over ―non-lawyerly 
academic language‖ in our committee discussion of facilitating the admission of more 
minority students. Language can privilege or disprivilege specific sign systems or 
ways of knowing, e.g. English over other languages, or technical language over 
everyday language use. (pp.12, 85-86) 
 
According to Gee (1999), the six language tasks act as a collective response that is 
initiated by different situated meanings which activate certain cultural models that connect each 
member of a community. Strauss & Quinn (1997) defined cultural models as everyday theories 
about the world that tell people what is typical or normal from the perspective of a particular 
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discourse. As a language tool, Discourse would carry out these different building tasks 
simultaneously as the integration of ―thinking, acting, interacting, valuing, feeling, believing, and 
using of symbols, tools, and objects in the right places and at the right times so as to enact and 
recognize different identities and activities‖ (p. 13).  
There are few empirical studies that analyze the discourse between coaches and teachers. 
A dissertation study by Nowak (2003) explored patterns of constructed discourse between three 
teachers and two coaches during a summer school professional development practicum that 
focused on literacy instruction for struggling students. The study showed that the coaches 
collaborated with the teachers after observing their summer school classrooms. The researcher 
noted that coaches did most of the talking during the sessions and that they were more likely to 
initiate topics, and the teachers were more likely to supply brief comments.  
Conclusion 
In summary, the literature on micropolitical theory, teacher change, and CDA all speak to 
the importance of individual beliefs and values as key factors in school reform. The concept of 
power also emerges in the literature as a symbol of status or ideological control, as an outcome 
of an action, and as a point of conflict between individuals within school reform. Although there 
is limited literature on the use of CDA to examine the power relationships between teacher and 
coaches, there is evidence of research that is beginning to look at the power relationship between 
students and teachers and between teachers and parents that suggests an awareness of the 
significance of such dynamics within schools. Collectively, these linguistic, political, and 
educational theories of human interaction represent the complexity of reform and the 
significance of close analysis of how these different factors directly and purposefully influence 





Once the data has been coded and analyzed, it has to be explored to generate meaning 
and possible implication. The process suggests examining patterns, themes, consistencies, 
inconsistencies, and contradictions in the range of collected data (Delamont, 1992). Miles and 
Huberman (1994) suggested a minimum of 13 tactics for generating meaning of data that include 
noting patterns and themes, counting phenomena occurring from the data, comparing and 
contrasting data sets, generalizing, noting and questioning the relations between variables, and 
finding conceptual and theoretical coherence and contradictions in the data.  
This chapter will explain the rationale for selecting this method of research and discuss 
the research questions, the methodology, sample selection, limitations of the study, data-
gathering procedures, data sources, and methods of data analysis. The study described in this 
chapter was designed to answer the following research questions: 
 How do coaches and teachers use micropolitical strategies to negotiate personal 
epistemologies and educational philosophies in the context of school reform?  
 How do such negotiations and interactions impact instructional decision making? 
 How do such negotiations impact school culture?  
The nature of this research is qualitative in that it assumes the iterative nature of 
knowledge in relation to social interactions and contexts (Rossman & Rallis, 1998). Qualitative 
research involves the integration of different empirical approaches that include case studies, 
personal experiences, interviews, artifacts, and observational, historical, and visual texts that 
describe the routines, events, and significant moments in the lives of individuals. Qualitative 
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research also uses multiple methods, or triangulation, in an attempt to secure a deeper 
understanding of the phenomenon related to the research question (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003). 
According to Merriam (1998), ―Questions about process (why or how something 
happens) commonly guide qualitative research, as do questions of understanding (what 
happened, what does it mean to those involved)‖ (p. 59). Although qualitative research 
methodologies have often been criticized as soft science by more traditional researchers, the 
distinction is somewhat false. It has been documented that qualitative researchers often use 
quantitative methods that analyze more hard data like test scores, variances in subgroups in 
testing, frequency of responses that occur in a particular setting, and other methods to add more 
context to the experiences of individuals within a study (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003).  
In this study, the discourse between teachers and coaches and how they negotiate change 
and ideologies is contextualized within a specific school reform structure, and the data collection 
includes field work and face-to-face interactions with teachers and a coach. To observe these 
interactions and negotiations of individuals within the context of school reform, the researcher 
utilized a case study approach (Stake, 2002). A case study approach also allowed the researcher 
to examine the potential effect of recent changes in administration on teacher and coach 
interactions.  
―How‖ and ―why‖ questions about contemporary events usually favor the use of a case 
study approach. In this case study, the three questions ask ―how‖ about the perceptions and 
social interactions of teachers and coaches and are at the heart of the ideology of change and 
knowledge as not predictable and static. For this purpose, a qualitative case study was the best 
model to study the teacher and coach interactions at each site. All of the questions required the 
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researcher to use field notes, observations, transcripts of meetings, and analysis of the discourse 
of documents.  
According to Yin (2003), a case study is ―an empirical inquiry that attempts to investigate 
a contemporary phenomenon with its real-life context; especially, when the boundaries between 
the phenomenon and context are not clearly evident‖ (p. 13). The case study approach enabled 
the researcher to explore the context for the discourse between teachers and the literacy coach 
that was assigned to their school. Case study is a common research strategy in psychology, 
sociology, political science, and social work and is often used to contribute to our knowledge 
about individuals, groups, and organizational, social, and political phenomena (Gilgun, 1994). 
Yin (2003) argued against what he called misconceptions about the appropriateness of case 
studies as only a preliminary strategy. He noted several examples along with the appropriate 
research design for exploratory, explanatory, and descriptive case studies and identified five 
components of case study research design that are important: 
1. a study of the questions; 
2. its proposition, (if any); 
3. its unit(s) of analysis;  
4. the logic linking the data to the propositions; and 
5. the criteria for interpreting the findings. (p.21) 
In general, we have already discussed the importance of the ―how‖ questions in this 
study, which require the exploration of individual experiences within the context. More 
specifically, the first question: ―How do coaches and teachers use micropolitical strategies to 
negotiate personal epistemologies and educational philosophies in the context of school reform?‖ 
assumes that there are intentional and political moves made by both parties (teachers and 
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coaches) that are strategic and self-serving. The question also presupposes that ideas can be 
negotiated between individuals. The word negotiate implies a give and take of ideas and 
positions to find some consensus. It also assumes that there is some level of tension that must be 
resolved in service of a larger goal. The question asks how individuals experience and participate 
in this phenomenon within the context of reform. Field notes, observations, individual 
interviews, and surveys were used to collect data related to this question. 
The second question: ―How do such negotiations and interactions impact instructional 
decision making?‖ also assumes that such negotiation might influence how teachers think about 
instruction. The third question: ―How do such negotiations impact school culture?‖ makes 
similar assumptions about how these negotiations might influence the belief system and the ways 
that individuals interact with each other within their school. The latter question also presupposes 
that culture is something that is fluid and dynamic and that is defined by the beliefs and 
interactions of the individuals. For this study, surveys and structured interviews were used to 
guide conversation with teachers about the impact of the coaching initiative and common 
planning time.  
Yin (2003) stated that although linking the data to the proposition is an underdeveloped 
component of a case study, it can be achieved in several ways. One way as noted by Donald 
Campbell (1975) is pattern matching, where several pieces of information from the same case 
may be related to the theoretical proposition by comparing an empirically based pattern with a 
predicted one. If the patterns coincide, the results will strengthen the case study‘s internal 
validity (Yin, 2003). For example, in this study, patterns could be analyzed in the strategic 
negotiation of individuals during common planning time within the group. This would 
conceivably link the data to show possible relationships between participants‘ interactions and 
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accepted beliefs about instruction or students that may influence the outcome of the reform 
initiative.  
The unit of analysis defines what the case is. This could be groups, organizations, or 
countries, but it is the primary unit of analysis. Defining the unit of analysis for this study was 
based on the nature of the research questions, which focus on the analysis of the micropolitical 
strategies of teachers and coaches during required common planning and/or meeting times in the 
three settings. In this case study, the primary unit of analysis would be the teachers and the 
literacy coach that make up the group participating in common planning or meeting times. Their 
interactions were analyzed through the discourse they used to negotiate ideology and power 
(Yin, 2003).  
In qualitative research, a case study requires the collection of data from multiple sources 
to explore multiple perspectives on an issue (Creswell, 1994). Yin (2003) also stated that it is 
important to use multiple sources of information to triangulate the information in the study. Six 
important sources of evidence are documentation, archival records, interviews, direct 
observation, participant observation, and physical artifacts (Yin, 2003). Stake (1995) and Yin 
(2003) identified the following six sources of evidence in case studies: 
 Direct observation  
 Interviews  
 Documents  
 Physical artifacts  
 Archival records  
 Participant-observation  
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Observational evidence provides significant information about the topic or situation being 
studied. Direct observation may be formal or informal in nature. Formal observation would 
include meetings, classrooms, or scheduled activities. More informal observations may take 
place when the researcher is involved in an interview and notices the organization of furniture or 
the location of specific rooms. The researcher conducted field visits to the schools to formally 
observe the teachers and coaches during meetings times. What Yin (2003) called less formal 
observations of the meeting space and organizational routines also occurred during the 
researcher‘s field work. 
Interviews are considered to be one of the most important sources of information in a 
case study. Most interviews in case studies are guided by open-ended interview questions that 
encourage respondents to share their insights, opinions, and, at times, provide the researchers 
with corroborating information. A focused interview process (see: Merton, Fiske, & Kendall, 
1990) is a second type of interview that follows a set of questions, which can be open ended and 
follow the case study protocol. This is often completed in a short period of time, no more than an 
hour. A third type of interview contains more structured questioning, much like a survey. This 
provides more quantitative data about the respondents (Yin, 2003).  
An open-ended interview protocol was used to elicit individual responses from teachers 
about their beliefs and goals as teachers, what supports them as teachers, how they would 
describe the culture of their school, and their views of the district‘s expectations for literacy and 
teacher reflection (see Appendix E). The coach was interviewed about her beliefs and goals as a 
coach, what supports her in her job, how she views the culture of the school, and how she views 
the district‘s mandates. Interviewees were allowed to respond orally to the questions to allow for 
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more observations of any physical reaction to questions. A more structured interview or survey 
was used to gather data about the respondents‘ personal and professional backgrounds.  
Documentation takes on many forms that include letters, agendas, minutes of meetings, 
and other types of reports and help to corroborate evidence that is collected from other sources. 
During this study, district curricula, school memorandums, school announcements on the day of 
the visits, agendas, and other written texts were collected to support the idea of the political 
context that may have influenced certain interactions among the participants in the study. 
Evidence of physical artifacts such as agendas from the meetings, professional readings, and e-
mails were collected during field visits to the location of the study. This type of data provided 
some insight into a school‘s cultural norms or expectations (Yin, 2003). 
It is important to mention the potential of participant observation in this study. Participant 
observation is a method of observation where the researcher assumes a more active role within a 
case study. As a current administrator in one of the settings, there may have been times when the 
researcher was viewed as a member of that school community (Yin, 2003). With connections 
comes opportunity and problems within the case study approach. The researcher‘s connections 
clearly allowed her access to schools and meetings that might be difficult for most outside 
researchers to attain. Another opportunity is the ability of the researcher to have an insider 
perspective. At the same time, it is problematic in that being such an insider can result in 
potential bias within the study. For example, being an administrator and colleague may at times 
cause the researcher to assume roles that may be contrary to that of a researcher or become an 
advocate versus an outside researcher (p.96). These opportunities and problems were given 




Sample and Rationale for Sample 
According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2002), the major disadvantage of purposeful 
sampling is the possibility of an error in judgment on the part of the researcher about the 
appropriateness of the representative sample population. The researcher had opportunities to 
observe the coach several times in a professional setting and was confident that she demonstrated 
strong commitments to coaching and was knowledgeable of the expectations of her district and 
the culture of her school. Given the timeline for this study, two teachers were interviewed to 
allow the researcher to spend ample time analyzing the different tasks of the individual and 
group discourses and the impact of the institutional and societal context.  
As part of the case study, eight participants that included one coach and seven teachers 
were selected from a middle school in Boston Public Schools. Recruitment was completed 
between September and December 2008. The coach was identified by the researcher as an 
effective coach who was implementing CCL groups and lesson study during common planning 
time. The teachers were also identified as individuals who were participating in a CCL group 
during common planning time. The coach and two of the teachers were interviewed at the 
beginning of the study and as part of the focus group at the end of the 3-month observation 
period between December 2008 and March 2009. The focus group participated in an open-ended 
review of the transcript of the meeting and shared insights about their participation and the 
process. All interviews were done by appointment at the school or at a location selected by the 
participants. As part of the discourse study, the researcher also analyzed e-mails, agendas, and 
written texts related to the meetings. Table 1 outlines the data sources, participants, and 






Data Sources, Participants, and Frequency of Interviews 
 





from a middle school 
Survey-background 
information 
Once Ten 15-20-minute 
background information 
surveys 
Two middle school 
teachers from the 
groups who are 
currently 
participating in CCL 
or lesson study 
Interviews (1a): The 
interview respondents were 
asked to discuss their beliefs 
about teaching, what 
supports them as teachers, 
how they would describe the 
culture of their school, and 
their view of the district‘s 
expectations for 
literacy/workshop, 







A coach who is 
currently 
participating in CCL 
or lesson study 
Interview (1b): Coach was 
also interviewed about her 
beliefs and goals as a coach, 
what supports her work, her 
views of the school‘s 
culture, and how she views 
the district‘s mandates. 
One 30-45-minute 
interview 
The same coach and 





Observations of physical, 
oral, and written interactions 
between the coach and 
teachers during formal 
meetings 
Weekly Five to six 1-hour 
observations 
 Artifacts  
 District and school 
memos 
 Meeting agenda 
 Teacher handouts 
Weekly Includes observation of 
meeting space and 
materials collected from 
meetings (e.g., teachers‘ 
work, agendas, articles) 
 Focus group 
 Teaching group 
Once  One 45-minute session 
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Data from interviews, observations, the questionnaire, the survey, and program 
documents provided triangulation of data that enabled the researcher to provide the rich 
descriptions that are associated with qualitative research. Miles and Huberman (1994) stated that  
triangulation is a way to get to the finding in the first place, by seeing or hearing multiple 
instances of it from different sources by using different methods and by squaring the 
finding with others it needs to be squared with. (p. 267) 
 
The study‘s validity is bolstered by the triangulation in data collection (Bickman & Rogers, 
1998).  
The literacy coach that was selected for this study was identified by teachers and the 
researcher as someone who had established a strong and respectful relationship within their 
building. Teachers in this study were selected based on their inclusion in the school setting with 
this selected literacy coach. Based on the initial interviews and observations of the group, two 
teachers were selected for closer observation for the individual interviews. The coach was also 
part of the initial interview and final focus group process. Given the timeline for this study, 
selecting two teachers allowed the researcher to spend amble time analyzing the different tasks 
and beliefs of the individual and group discourse and the impact of the institutional and societal 
context. The only recruitment tool was e-mail to the coach and the principal introducing the 
research and asking their permission to participate.  
Data from interviews, observations, the questionnaire, surveys, and program documents 
provide triangulation of data that enabled the researcher to provide the rich descriptions that are 
associated with qualitative research. Miles and Huberman (1994) stated, ―Triangulation is a way 
to get to the finding in the first place, by seeing or hearing multiple instances of it from different 
sources by using different methods and by squaring the finding with others it needs to be squared 
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with‖ (p. 267). The study‘s validity is bolstered by the triangulation in data collection (Bickman 
& Rogers, 1998).  
Methods of Data Analysis 
CDA was purposeful as theory and methodology in identifying and analyzing when and 
how negotiations are shared and established during formal meetings. The researcher used 
Rogers‘ (2005) model of analysis that was influenced by Fairclough‘s (1992, 1995) model for 
analysis of the institutional level to present a context for James Gee‘s (1996) theory of Discourse 
and language tasks of the participants. This proved to be an effective method for collecting and 
analyzing the data that emerged from observations of the coach and the teachers as they 
responded to the mandated use of time for implementation of a specific curriculum. These oral 
and visual data were transcribed and analyzed for content that reflect certain language tasks that 
also represent the political nature of this community (Gee, 1994).  
The categories that were designed for the analysis of the data in this study address the 
purpose and questions of this research (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Merriam, 1998). These 
categories combine the theories of CDA to examine how the identities of the teachers and coach 
were shaped by the political levels of the district and how they articulated micropolitical 
strategies to achieve certain political goals during common planning time meetings and during 
interviews with individuals. In this study, coding for data analyses was derived from James 
Gee‘s (2005) seven language tasks. These tasks, referenced earlier in this document, articulate an 
individual‘s situational and purposeful use of discourse to establish control, identity, connection, 
and relationships within specific contexts. The researcher also derived these categories from 
theories of Ball (1978, 1991), Blase and Anderson (1975), Etzioni (1961), and Gronin (1986) 
that identify knowledge control, contrasting ideologies, resource allocations, avoidance, 
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comfortable collaboration, and status within the school community as dominant micropolitical 
issues.  
Coding 
Miles and Huberman (1994) described ―codes as tags or labels for assigning units of 
meaning to the descriptive or inferential information compiled during a study‖ (p.56). Merriam 
(1998) stressed, that ―each interview, set of field notes, and documents needs identifying 
notations so that the researcher can access them as needed in both analysis and the write-up of 
the findings‖ (p.164). Data from the following sources were coded and analyzed: 
 transcripts from interviews 
 surveys 
 field notes from observation of location and meeting space 
 artifacts (memorandums, agendas) 
A coding system was developed based on the patterns, themes, and regularities that 
emerged from the examination of the collected data. The categories were designed to reflect the 
purpose of the research and to answer the research questions. The researcher‘s chair, mentor, and 
fellow doctoral candidates reviewed the categories to ensure that they were relevant to the data; 
this also worked towards ensuring accuracy (Merriam, 1998; Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
Observations of physical, oral, and some written interactions between coaches and 
teachers during formal and informal meetings were recorded and collected as data on the day-to-
day interactions and negotiations. The first step in the process of data analysis was to transcribe 
all appropriate data. The researcher allowed participants to review their transcripts to ensure 
accuracy. Most methods of qualitative data analysis involve the researcher‘s reviewing the data, 
reading it, and annotating it to identify particular objects of interests. This is often called coding. 
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The researcher then began to organize and code the collected data in a manner that best 
represented the various micropolitical strategies used during the common planning time 
meetings.  
Limitations of the Study 
This study has limitations that may affect its generalizability. For example, a significant 
limitation was the highly contextualized nature of the project in regard to the time, setting, and 
population being studied (Rossman & Rallis, 1998). ―Generalizability refers to the extent to 
which the research findings can be credibly applied to a wider setting than the research setting‖ 
(Bickman & Rog, 1998, p. 34).  
It is also important to consider the fact that the researcher was familiar with the teachers 
and coaches in both settings as a curriculum director and therefore had to be involved in a 
consistent analysis of the role of positionality during the data collection and analysis process of 
the study. Peshkin (1988) suggested that researchers always seek subjectivity, not retrospectively 
when the data have been collected and the analyses are complete, but while the research is 
actively in progress in order to be cognizant of how positionality is influencing the research and 
its outcomes. The researcher utilized both triangulation and participant review of data analysis 
and interpretations as a means to minimize areas of possible bias.  
Merriam (1998) noted, ―In qualitative research where the researcher is the primary 
instrument of data collection, subjectivity and interaction are assumed‖ (p.103). It was important 
that the researcher considered the potential observational impacts that this could have had on the 
effects of the study and account for them in analyzing the data (Merriam, 1998). Merriam further 
stated, ―Some biases are not readily apparent to the researcher‖ (p. 216). As a district 
administrator, the researcher had been in the role of supervisor and therefore had to be aware of 
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the potential that participants may have responded according to what they felt the researcher 
wanted to hear.  
Each participant signed an informed consent and was assured that this study would in no 
way impact employment status and that the information obtained by the researcher would remain 
confidential. In an additional effort to reduce bias, the researcher had conversations with all 
participants about the importance and confidentiality of their honest responses and discussions. 
To limit bias in the interpretation of the data, all participants read and discussed a transcript of 
their responses before they became part of the final study. 
Theoretical Framework for the Discussion of the Findings 
Micropolitical theory and CDA shaped the analysis and the discussion of the detailed 
description of interactions between the teachers and the literacy coach during common planning 
time. The findings were also discussed in reference to the three research questions that guided 
the study: 
 How and why do coaches and teachers use different micropolitical strategies to 
negotiate personal epistemologies and educational philosophies in the context of 
school reform?  
 How do such negotiations and interactions impact instructional decision making? 





ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The purpose of this chapter is to present an analysis of the data that was collected during 
the case study. The data analysis emphasizes the micropolitical tensions that were represented in 
the coach and teacher discourse in the interviews and during the meetings. The analysis of data 
also focuses on the micropolitical strategies that were enacted by the teachers and the coach to 
achieve different personal and political goals. The influence of different political tensions that 
emerged during the case study guides much of the analysis of the data.  
As stated earlier in this document, micropolitical tensions within a school community 
challenge the belief that change occurs in a causal linear progression of events or that specific 
knowledge can be developed in a controlled, predictable manner. The idea of coaching as a 
reform innovation that can improve instruction and student achievement is related to this input-
output theory that has guided so much of the reform movement. Similar to other familiar reform 
innovations like small learning communities, teacher-proof curricula, and extended blocks, 
coaching has emerged from the research that places teachers at the center of the change process 
(Fullan, 2005).  
Micropolitical theory maintains that various tensions often exist between teachers and 
administration related to time, autonomy, ideology, and the distribution of resources. Stephen 
Ball (1978) refers to these tensions as institutional arenas of struggle. Ball and other related 
theorists (Blase & Anderson, 1995; Gronin, 1986) also argue that individuals within an 
institution will use different political strategies to achieve personal and professional goals. 
Although these goals can be perceived as supportive or conflictive, they can be categorized as 
individual or group responses to tension related to resources, autonomy, and contrasting 
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ideologies about community and instructional practices (Ball, 1978). How these goals are 
articulated among individuals through certain political strategies and their impact on the school 
and classroom culture are central to this study. 
Different micropolitical strategies have been identified in research on organizational and 
educational leadership (Ball, 1978; Blase & Anderson, 1995; Hargreaves, 1994). Political 
transaction as a strategy refers to how individuals negotiate power or control within a particular 
venue or context (Blase & Anderson, 1995). Again, this kind of interaction can be considered 
positive or negative depending on perspective and on the intent of the individual to protect, 
support, or attain self-centered goals. Although the coach in this study is not a formal 
administrator, her various roles often required the use of micropolitical strategies related to types 
of formal school leadership such as, information control, coalition building, trust building, 
avoidance, and sharing governance. For example, information control as a political strategy 
typically refers to administrators‘ sharing only what is considered to be important for individuals 
or groups to know about a certain topic. In Amaitai Etzioni‘s (1961) research on leadership and 
power, principals used information control as a manipulative or controlling strategy to have 
power over teachers and their decision-making process and possibly to avoid more explanation 
or unforeseen tension related to the reform effort.  
While examining what micropolitical strategies are being used by individuals within a 
particular context of reform, it is also important to analyze how individuals carry out such 
political strategies to achieve specific personal or professional goals. In this study, CDA was 
utilized to demonstrate how teachers and the coach utilized micropolitical strategies within 
required common planning time to enact their power. The literature on CDA suggests that power 
relationships present themselves in social practices or in how individuals control the interactions 
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within a particular location (Gee, 2005; Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; Rogers, 2004). In related 
research on CDA, James Gee (2005) suggested that language is always politically motivated and 
that all discourse is contextualized within a particular time and place. Several discursive moves 
(e.g., rhetorical questioning, direct questioning, redirection, anecdotal response, avoidance, 
silence, and holding the line) emerged during the interviews and common planning time 
meetings. As language tasks, these moves represent ways in which the member of this 
community coped with the stress of change or how they exerted control. This study supports this 
view of discourse and uses CDA to explore how these goals are enacted by the participants to 
achieve certain political goals. 
Micropolitical Strategies  
(Ball, 1978, 1991; Blase & Anderson, 
1975; Etzioni, 1961; Gronin, 1986) 
Micropolitical Tension: Strategies Represented in 
Language Tasks  
(adapted from Gee, 2005) 
 Coalition building 
 Trust building  
 Information/political control 
 Ideological exchange  





 Loss of 
Control/Autonomy 
 Contrasting Ideology 
 Marginalization 
 
 Establishing identity 
 Claiming membership 
 Establishing relationships 
 Political control  
 Holding connections  
 Reinforcing signs and 
symbols of  
community 
 
Figure 1. The participants utilized several micropolitical strategies to various language tasks to respond to the 
political tensions that emerged during the study.  
The researcher collected data during this study to respond to the following research questions: 
 How do coaches and teachers use micropolitical strategies to negotiate personal 
epistemologies and educational philosophies in the context of school reform?  
 How do such negotiations and interactions impact instructional decision making? 
 How do such negotiations impact school culture?  
These three questions are interrelated because it would be difficult to analyze how individuals 
interact without discussing how such interactions influence their work and how the context 
influences both interactions and decision making. Micropolitical literature maintains that how 
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and why teachers and coaches utilize micropolitical strategies are connected to the beliefs and 
values of a community (Achinstein, 2002; Ball, 1975). Furthermore, much of the literature on 
educational change argues that such beliefs, values, and cultures of a school can influence or be 
influenced by such strategies in terms of the habits individuals utilize to make decisions about 
instruction and the day-to-day operations of a school. The interrelatedness of these theories 
suggests the complexity of determining any linear trajectory of educational change among 
individuals within an institution. That is, much of the day-to-day routines that make up the 
culture of a school will not become visible until challenged by an outside initiative, which may 
usurp the priority of such routines and engender political tension that will take the focus of the 
implementation.  
Human Dynamics and Political Control 
Because human behavior is often shaped by context, it is important to articulate the 
broader context of the dialogue, discussions, and interviews that make up parts of the data 
collected in this study. Understanding external forces—like high-stakes testing, heightened levels 
of teacher accountability, school closings, and restructuring efforts—provides some idea of the 
larger political context and discourse surrounding this study of school reform. It is also important 
to understand how these external forces influence the internal structures and expectations (e.g., 
use of time, flexibility of schedules and curriculum, instructional autonomy, teacher status, and 
accountability) that affect the context of the day-to-day business of teachers and students in 
schools.  
The micropolitical tensions in this study contextualized the interviews and the common 
planning time meetings and, on a broader level, the political interactions and culture of the 
school. Issues of time, autonomy, and trust are difficult to separate because each is influenced by 
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the presence of the other. That is, the loss of autonomy over meeting and instructional time 
fueled the teachers‘ perceptions that the decisions being made about the school were not 
necessarily in their best interest. In the following section of interviews with the coach and 
teachers who participated in the case study, the effect of such tensions is explored.  
Interviews: Coach and Teacher Perceptions 
Tensions 
Much of the collected data revealed tension among district and school administrators, the 
coach, and teachers. This tension often motivated individuals to use different political strategies 
to achieve particular goals that related particularly to time and autonomy. Within micropolitical 
theories, the issue of time as a limited resource and symbol of autonomy has emerged as a 
critical change factor (Cambone, 1994; Hargreaves, 1991, 2001, 2003). These are two distinct 
factors. In this case, teachers‘ common planning time and instructional time were also valuable 
district resources for implementing the Word Generation vocabulary initiative. Teachers‘ 
reactions to the district‘s and coach‘s use of time are important aspects of this study because they 
provide possible insight into each teacher‘s personal and professional responses to mandated 
discussions within school reform.  
In the following excerpt from an interview in February 2009, the coach responds to a 
question from the researcher about the district‘s literacy goals. The coach had been a district 
literacy coach for 5 years and had been a coach at this particular school for 2 years. The study‘s 
setting was 1 of 10 Superintendant Schools in the Boston Public Schools district that was given 
additional funds to extend instructional time and professional development to teachers. All 
teachers were required to do an additional 20 hours of professional development. The coach and 
the teachers were aware that the school was scheduled to close at the end of the school year. The 
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coach was also aware that district-wide literacy coaching was in its last year. In the following 
interview, the coach articulated her concerns about the school‘s closing and about the 
continuation of literacy goals under a new district administration. Her response to the question 
about her perceptions regarding the school‘s culture provided some insight into how the 
hierarchy of change had affected her goals as a coach in the school:  
Coach: I‘m fairly new to the building, but I have to say that from what I saw last year, it 
has changed drastically with the fact that the school is closing. I have to say that there‘s 
an air of tension or at least there was at the very beginning of the school year. Folks 
found out that the school building was closing in October [emphasis added], so people 
will have to find a place where they can go next year. There‘s going to be cuts in the 
system. I think that the school reform plan, the process that was in place to develop what 
was supposed to be an ambitious plan, because the school is characterized as being 
underperforming. I think that the measures that were taken looked at only particular sets 
of data, and there were no real whole school priorities set that would then set the tone for 
some best practices around instruction. Overall what could be done across the curriculum, 
to improve student performance, wasn‘t really targeted. I know that [the school 
administration] had put together multiple instructional leadership teams, but synthesis of 
the information from those teams across the curriculum is not reflected in that data and 
the school‘s reform plans. There‘s a long laundry list of things to do, but no real timelines 
to put the goals of that plan into motion, no real action steps set forth.  
 
I feel like this year I‘m not really sure [of the district‘s literacy goals] other than using the 
workshop model as an instructional framework. I think that there needs to be a bit more 
vertical alignment across the district. I‘m aware of what types of writing and what types 
of reading are predominant at each grade level, and I‘m aware of what standards are 
power standards and what standards give kids leverage beyond their one particular grade 
level. But as far as the district, right now with the transition between superintendents, I‘m 
not really sure what their K-12 literacy plan is and how they [emphasis added] plan to roll 
that out over the next couple of years. I‘m not very clear.  
 
The coach‘s statement—―Folks found out that the school building was closing in 
October, so people will have to find a place where they can go next year.‖—sets a powerful 
context for teachers and the coach. The comment about the closing of the school at the end of the 
year reflected the tension created by the loss of personal and professional control over future 
employment. Given the district‘s hiring procedure, teachers had to wait until spring to see what 
positions were available in their certification area and to see if they had enough seniority to attain 
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one of those positions. There was a tone of discouragement reflected in the coach‘s comment that 
the school‘s plan was, ―supposed to be an ambitious plan,‖ suggesting a lack of faith in the 
administration‘s capacity to establish meaningful and realistic goals. That is to say, the school 
created a plan as a response to its designation as an underperforming school and a 
Superintendant School initiative that promoted ―ambitious school improvement plans tailored to 
the particular needs of their students and families‖ (Boston Public Schools, 2007, p. 3).  
The coach‘s use of the word ―folks‖ seemed to claim some type of kinship or solidarity 
with the members of the school community when talking about their response to the district‘s 
decision to close the school. However, her discourse about her role as a coach indicated a sense 
of alienation from the district and the school administration. In the interview, the coach used 
―they” and ―the district” in referring to the district administrator in a dissociative manner. This 
disassociation is continued during the interview when she was asked who supports her in the 
school. The coach‘s use of such language was also significant to how she viewed the context of 
her work. She perceived herself as part of the group who must work on the external demands of 
the district. Later in this interview, she discussed how she used teachers at the school as her 
professional resource: 
Researcher: Who do you go to for advice about coaching? 
Coach: I would have to say that I have one teacher on staff who I know is a former 
literacy coach. As of right now, I will bounce ideas off of her. There are actually two 
teachers. One teacher was actually a mentor to me when I was in the classroom. She‘s still 
in the classroom here, so I will bounce things off of her and there‘s another teacher who 
was previously, most recently, a literacy coach—half time literacy coach, half time in the 
classroom. So I have a tendency to bounce ideas off of them [emphasis added], anything 
from ―What did you think of the meeting today?‖ ―Were the goals clear?‖ ―How was my 
delivery?‖ I feel that there are certain folks that I can say, ―Can you be honest with me 
about today? Can you give me some feedback?‖ And other than that, I don‘t really have a 
weekly check that is honored by administration. I‘m basically going on what I have 
learned through my coach professional development in the past, like structures around 
CCL and just mainly having to float between two different schools and take a lot of the 
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initiative to bring district goals to the school level. You have to rely on yourself to do that. 
You have to rely on the charge of your district supervisor [for district literacy coaches]. So 
I‘m kind of doing what I‘ve known how to do over the past couple of years. But I’m not 
receiving a lot of direct support from administration in this building [emphasis added]. 
 
Context is a significant influence on the coach‘s perception of how she must proceed at 
this school. In general, there is a sense of urgency represented in the coach‘s almost stream-of-
consciousness response about the school‘s imminent closing and her feeling of no real support 
from the administrative level. During the interview, the coach‘s statement—―You have to rely on 
yourself to do that.‖— suggests some sense of isolation from district administration. The coach‘s 
comment—―I‘m not receiving a lot of direct support from administration in this building.‖—is 
another example of her sense of limited administrative resources to accomplish her job. Based on 
her comments in this interview, the coach‘s greatest support seemed to come from the teachers 
she was charged to support in the implementation of the curriculum. Her statement—―So I have 
a tendency to bounce ideas off of them.‖—showed some evidence of her reliance on teacher 
support. This ideological exchange (bouncing ideas off of selected teachers) could be perceived 
as a micropolitical and self-sustaining strategy that the coach used to support her personal and 
professional goals for working with teachers and implementing the curriculum. 
Loss of Control and Ideological Conflict  
As stated earlier, the goal of the CCL cycle was to support the Word Generation 
vocabulary curriculum and teachers‘ understanding of effective vocabulary instruction. Initial 
observations revealed that teachers voiced their concern about keeping up with the Word 
Generation curriculum, which required them to present students with five pre-selected words 
each day, across all content areas with specific 10-15-minute lessons. The coach had already 
used common planning time to provide teachers with text-based discussions on vocabulary, 
which included Bringing Words to Life by Isabel Beck and a handout entitled, Research on 
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Effective Vocabulary Instruction. The group had already participated in two or three meetings to 
introduce the program and outline the expected goals for implementation.  
There were two teachers who were willing to be interviewed about the district goals and 
their coach. Both individuals taught special education students at this school. This interview took 
place before one of the common planning time meetings with the entire group. Their responses 
speak not only to the issue of time but, more importantly, to the issue of loss of control and 
autonomy:  
Researcher: What is your opinion of the district‘s literacy goals? 
Teacher 6: If you look under the broad spectrum of everything. You look at the district, 
the state and I think the goals are pretty clear cut. There are all different standards that 
need to be addressed on the literacy goals. I can show you my books from maybe 4, 5, 6 
years ago when I had more freedom. I‘m actually teaching special needs kids, and I‘m 
working with a program that really hasn‘t been adapted at all for special needs kids, and 
I‘m sure that you‘ll hear that from other special needs teachers. It‘s saying, ―Okay, you 
adapt it. This is what we‘re doing. ―We‘re doing [it] this way, so you adapt it to your 
kids.‖ I feel like I’m actually teaching less than I was teaching before. There’s more 
restriction [emphasis added]. I‘m giving my best shot with whatever we‘re doing and I‘m 
trying to teach these kids to try to meet these expectations. I am trying to get more done of 
what they needed more of. Actually teaching school is a lot like coaching hockey or 
coaching a sport. You try to keep everyone from stealing.  
 
Researcher: How do you feel about the common planning time?  
 
Teacher 6: We don’t have any common planning time [emphasis added]. That‘s a reality. 
I‘m in a lab class. We don‘t have any common planning time. If you interview the other 
teachers up there, they‘ll say the same thing. You need to know a lot about what‘s going 
on in [students‘] home life. We‘re uninformed a lot of times, which makes it very difficult 
to help. You‘re wondering why this kid is acting out. It kind of all runs together. I think we 
are as tight as we were in the past. To be quite frank, a lot of the activities have been cut 
out. I think that it all has a big impact.  
 
Teacher 6 made several comments that suggest layers of micropolitical tension around 
time as a resource and his instructional autonomy. With his statement—―Actually teaching 
school is a lot like coaching hockey or coaching a sport. You try to keep everyone from 
stealing.‖—he might have been suggesting that it is necessary to stay in the defensive mode to 
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keep the other players from getting to home plate. His next statement in the second part of the 
interview—―We don‘t have any common planning time . . . . That‘s a reality.‖—is very direct 
evidence of his feelings of loss of control of time.  
There was also a reference to what could be perceived as Teacher 6‘s frustration in the 
first part of the interview to a loss of control or autonomy within the common planning time 
structure and during instructional time. The latter is perceived by the teacher as an impediment to 
helping the students as reflected in this statement, ―I feel like I‘m actually teaching less than I 
was teaching before. There‘s more restriction.‖ This statement also suggests an ideological 
tension between teachers and administration over what is best for students. Loss of autonomy 
and contrasting ideologies are also referenced when the teacher talks about those activities that 
have been cut from school and how teachers were ―uninformed‖ about decisions that were being 
made about the school. Significantly, the Teacher 6‘s statement—―We are as tight as we were in 
the past‖—suggests a collegiality or at least a banding together as a protective strategy among 
teachers in response to lost autonomy in their instructional practices and use of time (Etzioni, 
1961).  
In a second interview on the same day, there was a similar reference to a loss of 
instructional autonomy as a result of the mandated Word Generation curriculum:  
Researcher: What is your opinion of the district‘s literacy goals? 
Teacher 1: [The district‘s literacy goal] isn‘t as straight forward as we would like it to be. 
These are middle schools, and we‘re a level above where we should be teaching [the 
students]. We need to go back to some of the basics because some of the basics are not all 
bad [emphasis added]. And to teach them how to write a wonderful essay is certainly a 
wonderful thing. But we need to teach them so that they can grammatically fill out a 
resume or something. And those skills are…especially things like…simple things like (she 
spells the words) y-o-u-r as opposed to y-o-u-‘-r-e. They have no idea that those 
differentiations exist. And I‘d like to see some of that come back, for seventh and eighth 




Researcher: How do you view the role of the literacy coach? 
 
Teacher 1: It‘s a huge position, and depending on the individual, it can be a waste of 
time—or—just the hub of a teacher‘s ability. And right now we have an excellent one. The 
two prior to that were different. One was young and new and had a little awkward time, 
and the other had a little agenda and was going on to other things. And so right now I feel 
we have a very good one who is very helpful, and it makes a huge difference because I‘ve 
seen both sides. 
 
The coach we have at the moment that in English Language Arts is magnificent, and she‘s 
very reachable. And it‘s not always e-mails because if you pass her in the hall you can stop 
her and say, ―I need…‖ and it‘ll happen.  
 
Researcher: How would you define the culture of your school? 
 
Teacher 1: It’s been a very bad year [emphasis added]. As far as our beliefs and values, 
we really do believe that our children can learn. It‘s not a song. It really gets annoying 
after a while, but it‘s really not just a song. Children can learn, and we push for that. This 
year, maybe it‘s just atmosphere. It‘s a little different because we know we‘re closing . . . . 
We don‘t have lunch at the same time; we don‘t have free time at the same time, so the 
physical layout changes a lot of things. But overall we are all pushing for the same thing. 
And people aren‘t afraid to walk from one group to another to say, ―Do you remember 
[which students] you had last year? Can you give me some pointers on him, or is he 
normally hesitant to speak out?‖ Those kinds of things we know after teaching a child for 
a year can be a heads up for the next teacher. We have a lot of that and that‘s what I guess 
you mean about culture. 
 
Teacher 1‘s comment—―We need to go back to some of the basics because some of the 
basics are not all bad‖—is another example of the issue of contrasting ideologies between 
teachers and administration about what students need to be successful. Specifically, her 
comments denote a resistance to changing values and beliefs that are part of the established 
culture of the school. This ideological contrast between Teacher 1‘s beliefs and the district‘s 
goals for instruction is also reflected in her reference to the district assessment as ―a wonderful 
essay‖ versus the development of students‘ skills to ―grammatically fill out a resume or 
something.‖  
In spite of this tension about autonomy and ideas, Teacher 1 appeared positive about the 
coach and later in the interview she made a comment about why she believed the coach was a 
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good one when she said, ―She‘s very reachable. And it‘s not always e-mails because if you pass 
her in the hall you can stop her and say ‗I need . . .‘ and it‘ll happen.‖ This statement also 
suggested that the coach understood the power of being considered an immediate and valuable 
resource by teachers. The teacher also felt that the coach was a resource and therefore supported 
her personal goals. The coach‘s response to Teacher 1 may have been a coalition- or trust-
building strategy to gain Teacher 1‘s engagement in implementing the curriculum. During the 
interview, there was limited evidence in Teacher 1‘s responses that might have suggested a 
change in ideology about instruction. There was no sense of self-efficacy related to the teacher‘s 
implementation of the curriculum. Teacher 1‘s only mention of the Word Generation curriculum 
was the ―wonderful essay‖ which did not align with her stated beliefs about what her students 
needed. This is also reflected in her statement that ―not all basics are bad.‖  
Motivation or Manipulation 
In the last part of the February 2009 interview, the coach‘s response suggests an 
awareness of the influence of time as a valuable resource for teachers to plan and for her to 
engage teachers in the implementation of the Word Generation curriculum. The coach discussed 
how in the previous year she had attempted to use time as a positive political transaction to 
garner teachers‘ support and trust: 
Researcher: So when you talk about culture, one of the things that I think I hear you 
saying is that people don‘t believe that they own this reform process or there‘s a lack of 
ownership. 
 
Coach: I think that there‘s a total lack of ownership. I think it‘s because of the processes 
that have been put in place. I think that everybody doesn‘t have that entry point into 
pushing these kids forward or helping them to succeed in a realistic manner. People have 
a tendency to revert back to what they used to do. Or okay, ―Well this is what the 
district‘s been doing all along, so [the school administration doesn‘t] have to do any 
research to really apply some innovative strategies that are really going to target students‘ 




Researcher: How is that different from last year? 
 
Coach: I think that there was less outward resistance [emphasis added]. At the beginning 
of last school year, the administration had teachers meeting every single day during their 
P&D [planning and development period]. I had to negotiate with administration on their 
behalf. I felt like I was put in a position between administration and staff lots of times last 
year because in order to get teachers to actually take on some of the work, or engage in 
some of it, I felt as though I had to negotiate on their behalf to get back some of their 
time, so that when they were in a meeting, it wasn’t a complaint session [emphasis 
added]. So I just feel like there‘s a lot of reverting back to old habits, old behaviors, old 
belief systems and that the school‘s action plan and the way that the Instructional 
Leadership Team tried to devise that school reform plan was way too ambitious. It didn‘t 
focus in on specific areas of weakness, and therefore there are no specific targets, no 
specific timelines to go forward and develop a new culture. I don‘t see that this would be 
any different than it was when I arrived here in 2007.  
 
The coach alluded to the various levels of political tensions related to time and autonomy 
that coaches must manage at the immediate individual level and at the administrative level 
related to more long-term goals (Allen, 2008). In the second excerpt, the coach also shared how 
she had taken on the role of advocate and instructional leader, not only to support teachers, but 
also to ensure that there was a level of trust between her and the teachers. Her two comments—―I 
think that there was less outward resistance,‖ and ―I felt as though I had to negotiate on their 
behalf to get back some of their time, so that when they were in a meeting, it wasn‘t a complaint 
session.‖— suggest that there had been covert and overt resistance to working together during 
the common planning time meeting. Consider how the coach‘s statement conflicts with Teacher 
6‘s statement that ―there is no common planning time.‖ There is a definite disconnect between 
the coach‘s maneuver to advocate for more time as a strategy to gain teacher engagement and the 
teacher‘s perception that even the time he had did not belong to him. Hence, Teacher 6 may see 
the coach‘s efforts as meaningless or just a ploy to gain his compliance. Thus far, these data 
suggest that one approach the coach used to negotiate ideology during common planning time 
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was through coalition and trust building by being an immediate resource and advocating for less 
mandated meeting time for the teachers.  
Artifacts: Managing Time and Autonomy 
The issue of both control and loss of time was also represented in certain documents that 
were collected during this study. The common planning time agenda that the coach organized for 
the meeting on December 10, 2008, was tightly structured within a 45-minute period. The 
agenda was also chunked into specific topics that delineated how much time would be devoted to 
the topics, which were divided into units as small as 3 minutes. Figure 2 represents an example 
of the agenda format. 
Topic/Activity & Who’s Leading Time: 
Sign-in/Timekeeper/Recorder 
Overview of Jane Skelton‘s Research  
-Q & A 
-Observing CCL on 12/17/08 
-Consent forms for audio recording  
Finalize PLC Norms—posted in coach‘s office 
-Revisit grade-level norms  
Agenda for 12/17/08: 
-Implementation check: Question/dilemmas/ concerns 
- Sharing of resources and instructional practice 
-Identify a student learning goal based on what you hope students 
will gain from engaging in WG 
-Develop a guiding question that explores the link between the 











Figure 2. The coach‘s agenda for common planning time meetings organizes content into minutes.  
 
Again, the coach was cognizant of the tensions that existed over the issues of time and 
autonomy, and she responded by crafting agendas for each meeting that followed the same 
tightly structured format around topic and time. It is significant to note that the heading on the 
agenda—―Topic/Activity & Who‘s Leading‖—implied some form of shared leadership. This 
title was also symbolic or at least implied an awareness of the importance of teacher autonomy 
within the common planning time meetings. As a strategy, it could also be perceived as the 
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coach‘s manipulation of teachers to believe they have some form of shared governance of 
common planning time. This chunking of a 45-minute agenda into 3 minutes, 22 minutes, 5 
minutes, and a final 5 minutes also illustrated the close attention the teachers and coach paid to 
time. Specifically, the tightly structured agenda reflects the coach‘s strategic response to 
accounting for teachers‘ use of time during these sessions. During the teacher interview, Teacher 
6 also referred to a sense of being ―uninformed‖ about what was happening. The agenda 
provided 5 minutes at the end of the meeting to review the topic for the next meeting. 
Theoretically, this part of the agenda would give teachers an opportunity to comment on what 
would happen at the next meeting. However, this was still within the limits of focusing on the 
implementation of the curriculum. Notwithstanding, the coach‘s tightly structured agenda and 
the teachers‘ norm related to time does suggest that the negotiation of time as a political resource 
is often utilized by the coach to encourage teacher engagement in common planning time 
meetings. This can also be perceived as a controlling or manipulating strategy to keep teachers 
on track. 
As stated earlier, autonomy has also emerged as a major tension between teachers and 
administration. This concern manifested in an observation of the negotiation of meeting norms. 
In the coach‘s room, group norms for meetings were posted for grade levels six to eight. During 
the January 2009 meeting, the coach asked the group to review the eighth-grade norms for how 
members would communicate with each other during common planning time. During this 
meeting, the coach encouraged teachers to voice their opinions about what were important rules 
and what needed to be eliminated. The coach acted as their scribe, crossing out three of the 
norms that were voted out for that term and other information.  
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The coach also volunteered to rewrite the list without the three norms that were 
eliminated by the teachers and to change other language. The eighth-grade norms are represented 
in Figure 3. The boxed items represent those norms that the teachers wanted excluded. 
 Reach all decisions by consensus  
 Maintain confidentiality 
 Be on time, start on time, end on time 
 Bring refreshments  
 Have an agenda and minutes for all meetings, 
including reflective pieces 
 Share leadership by rotating roles and 
responsibilities  
 Be present and actively engaged; make at least 
1 contribution. 
 Value and respect others input, differences and 
voices 
 Be brief in our comments  
 Speak ―one person‖ at a time‖ 
 Create a safe environment for each other 
avoiding criticism or outside sidebar 
conversations 
 Ask clarifying questions  
 Take ownership of the team assignments and 
follow through 
 Stay on task 
 Agree to disagree 
 Revisit norms each term 
 Create a group calendar for rotating roles and 
responsibilities  
 
Figure 3. Representation of middle school norms for 8th grade common planning time meetings highlights 
contested norms. 
 
Two of the items (―Be brief in our comments‖ and ―Be present and actively engaged; 
make at least 1 contribution‖) that were removed related to controlling how teachers interact in 
the group. Both would appear to negate the opportunity for individual choice for participation 
and the possibility of administrative evaluation. The teachers‘ choice to remove these items 
could represent a political transaction to protect the members of the group from criticism. The 
removal of the norm that states, ―Be present and actively engaged; make at least 1 contribution,‖ 
signified a resistance to top-down control of what the teachers had to do and how much they had 
to contribute. The third item, ―Bringing refreshments,‖ would have required teachers to supply 
their time and financial resources for a meeting that they did not organize or, in some cases, 
think was helpful to them or their students.  
The remaining norms appear to symbolize how members of a professional community 
negotiated issues of trust (e.g., maintaining confidentiality) and a safe environment for 
contrasting ideologies. Again, the process of debating and charting these norms was highly 
77 
 
representational of the issues of power and autonomy. The norms, ―Have an agenda and minutes 
for all meetings, including reflective pieces‖ and ―Be on time, start on time, end on time‖ may 
also be the reasons for the coach‘s tightly structured agenda. During the observation of ongoing 
meetings in this cycle, the group followed the posted norms for interaction even though they 
never explicitly referenced the norms that were posted on the wall.  
The coach‘s choice to act as the facilitator and to encourage the attendees to lead the 
decision-making process could be seen as a conscious or unconscious manipulation to ensure 
that teachers feel as though they have a say in what happens during common planning time 
meetings. The coach‘s choice could also be seen as strategy to build some sense of coalition and 
trust between her and the teachers. The word manipulation does not imply that the coach‘s 
actions were pejorative in nature, but intentional in her quest to build some perception of shared 
governance and trust between her and the teachers.  
Teacher Maneuvers: Control of Common Planning Time 
Data revealed how issues of autonomy related to instructional time continued to appear 
more in political transactions outside of common planning time. As stated earlier, the curriculum 
required the teachers to change the use of their instructional time to teach targeted words. 
Although none of the teachers refused to implement the curriculum, some of them made the 
coach aware that not every teacher was actually teaching the words across all of the content areas 
at the beginning of the instructional period.  
The contrasting ideology about time and instructional autonomy was manifested more 
overtly when teachers made a political transaction through their union to alter the amount of time 
for the meeting. It was during the meeting on January 21 that the issue of time weighed most 
heavily on the coach‘s planning and possibly her beliefs that she had, until recent events, 
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acquired the teachers‘ trust. She was made aware that the teachers had, through their union 
representative, gone to the school‘s Instructional Leadership Team and requested that the 45 
minutes that was allotted for common planning time be reduced to 35 minutes. This gave 
teachers ownership of about 10 minutes during their common planning time. The teachers also 
requested that next term the focus of the CCL cycle and common planning time be on 
Accountable Talk
1
. The Instructional Leadership Team, which was made up of administrators 
and teachers from different content areas, agreed with both of the teachers‘ requests without 
including the coach in this process. The coach entered the meeting with concerns about how to 
complete the focus on vocabulary instruction and how to honor the decision of moving onto 
Accountable Talk. In a brief dialogue with the researcher before the meeting, the coach 
articulated her motives and goals for the meeting:  
Coach: First I wanted to kind of get the consistency of the course of study going so that 
eventually we could develop an instrument to then go in and visit peers . . . so that was 
the initial reason. Second was to support the implementation of this program similar to 
what we did in America‘s Choice [a previous English Language Arts/literacy initiative 
used in the district‘s schools] and provide teachers with some professional resources on 
not just implementing these 5 words, but how do we help kids develop vocabulary 
overall, not just the target words but content specific or concept specific? And then to 
think about how do we then build capacity? We can then make our practice more public 
around vocabulary instruction. So that was really my three-pronged goal for this. 
However, we‘re going to make the shift to Accountable Talk. I do feel that it‘s really 
important that before we do that we bring in some kind of evidence of student learning. 
Because everybody at each grade level has mentioned the fact that they want to see some 
kind of progress. You want to see it showing up in speech and in writing. And so today . . 
. I want to honor that thinking about the goals and what the evidence we‘re going to bring 
back before we wrap this up.  
 
The description and analysis of documents and interviews provided some insight into 
how the coach used time as a powerful resource for negotiating ideas about vocabulary 
                                                 
1
 Accountable Talk is a trademarked program from the Institute of Learning that focuses on rigorous levels of 
accountability in classroom talk between students and teachers. In the Word Generation curriculum this aspect is 
called ―Accountable Productive Talk‖ and includes similar characteristics called ―moves.‖ These moves might 




instruction during common planning time meetings, and about how she manipulated more 
compliance or engagement in the process. The data also establish the political context of these 
common planning time meetings that had been mandated by school administration.  
The coach‘s statement about how she will close this meeting cycle illustrated her sense of 
commitment to stay focused on the immediate task of completing the expectations of the 
SMART goals while being attentive to the larger tension that influenced the teachers to make 
such a political move without her knowledge. There was also a sense of urgency and 
disappointment expressed in her associative syntax that connected her ideas of what she wanted 
to happen and why she was doing things a certain way. Going to the Instructional Leadership 
Team without her knowledge was definitely a political transaction on the part of the teachers to 
gain some autonomy over common planning time and their instruction. It was also a betrayal of 
the coach‘s trust as a part of their community. The coach‘s final statement—―I want to honor that 
thinking about what is the goal and what is the evidence we‘re going to bring back before we 
wrap this up.‖—may suggest the coach‘s awareness, or at least perception of how powerless she 
was at that point to change the decisions made by the teachers and the Instructional Leadership 
Team. In some ways, the coach‘s comments reflected that of a key player who had been 
outmaneuvered and had to revise her game. In the following sections, excerpts from the common 
planning time are presented in vignette form to examine the coach‘s and the teachers‘ 
professional and political transactions. The first meeting was scheduled for January 14, 2009, but 
was cancelled due to two issues of time that are expressed in the excerpt from the two e-mails 
from the coach to the researcher on January 13, 2009, the day before the scheduled common 
planning time meeting: 
First e-mail: Attendance during our CCL meeting this Wed., Jan. 14th will be sparse due 
to an assigned reading I have given teachers in preparation for our after school 
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professional development on Thurs., Jan. 15th. If you have any questions or concerns 
please let me know. 
 
Second e-mail: I think it will be best to cancel because some teachers have a scheduled 
[individual education plan] meeting and others have been given the time to read the 
article for [the CCL meeting].  
 
The e-mails reveal how the coach‘s time was also subject to the needs of the 
administration and other priorities in a school with such a large special education population. 
The e-mails also show how the coach negotiated her common planning time to attempt to give 
teachers more time to read her assigned articles for the meetings.  
Vignette #1: Effective Vocabulary Instruction 
Background 
The seven teachers had been meeting since the beginning of the year. The coach 
introduced the Word Generation curriculum and the research that supported it. There had been 
much negotiation about assigning reading outside of the common planning time. In the previous 
meeting, the union representative challenged the coach about her decisions on what teachers 
should read versus allowing them to have a choice. The norms (see Figure 3) that were 
developed in the previous year had been renegotiated, revised, and posted on the wall of the 
meeting room.  
SMART (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Realistic, Timely) Goals 
The vignettes from the common planning time periods illustrate the context and 
situational identities of teachers and coaches involved in this specific study. In the following 
excerpt from the meeting on January 21, 2009, the coach took on the role of the instructional 
leader and attempted to build more trust and coalition with the teachers and to reestablish a 
stronger membership with the group. The coach mentioned in her interview that she had strong 
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relationships with some of the teachers whom she would ―bounce ideas off of.‖ However, she 
still had to establish herself as a member of the school community with the other teachers. 
During the meeting on January 21 and the next meeting, the coach provided a range of 
information on vocabulary instruction research including a six-page summary of the then-current 
research on best practices. It is important to note how the coach‘s opening discourse followed the 
agenda and was reflective of the SMART goals for the CCL cycle. Figure 4 is a representation of 
the agenda followed by the coach‘s opening comments: 
Topic/ Activity & Who’s Leading Time: 
Sign In/ Timekeeper/ Recorder 
Why has Harvard selected these target words? 
How do we/did we learn/acquire vocabulary: a) Parents; b) exposures; c)reading; d) 
communication  
Students Learning Goals: 
- Use higher-level vocabulary across the curriculum in spoken and written language; 
use target words in daily discourse/verbal expression 
- Acquire lasting knowledge and appreciation of words and how they are used in 
language; 
- Increase background knowledge of words and use of multiple meanings for target 
words; and  
- Derive meaning of words through context clues  
Teacher Learning Goals: 
- Learn/facilitate the best way to teach vocabulary 
- How to include target vocabulary in our mini-lessons 
- How to address diverse learners 
Develop a SMART Goal – quantifiable: 
- Assessment (tbd) 
Text-based Discussion: 
- Read the research based on effective vocabulary instruction 
- Which of the following methods of instruction are supported by the research? 
√ Asking students, ―Does anyone know what ____means?‖ 
√ Several independent activities  
√ Teacher directed; explicit instruction 
√ Directing students to ―look it up‖ then use it in a sentence 
√ Relying on context based guessing as a primary strategy 
√ Provide opportunities to practice using the words 
√ Teach word meaning by providing student-friendly definitions 
√ Teaching independent word learning strategies (i.e. contextual strategies & 
morphemic analysis 
Shared Leadership: 
- Set Agenda for January 28th 2009 
- Sign- up for rotating roles - ? 
- Suggestions for professional literature 
8:15-8:17 (2) 






































Coach: I‘m glad you found [the PowerPoint] useful. To that point, one of the things that 
I‘ve put at the top of the agenda today is to revisit what you all had set up the last time 
around your [emphasis added] teacher goals, your student learning goals, and the fact that 
setting up a SMART goal was something that this particular group wanted to do. We 
have talked about why Harvard selected the five target words [for the curriculum], and 
we talked about that last time with our text-based discussion and developing our goals. 
And then we said for student learning goals, we want the students to use higher level 
vocabulary across the curriculum. We [emphasis added] want that to enter into their daily 
discourse, their expressive language; we want this to be long-lasting. We want it to 
increase their background knowledge of words and the word-consciousness aspect of 
things, and we want them to derive meaning through context clues. And for our learning 
goals, we talked about the best way to facilitate how to teach vocabulary. [This] is kind of 
what I‘m going to address today through the text-based discussion about how to include 
target vocabulary in our minilessons and how to address diverse learners.  
 
And so thinking about one of the things that was brought to the table last time, how do we 
develop a SMART goal? And that means it‘s measurable and achievable. And so it‘s 
quantifiable. And so really thinking about today like what do we want to kind of 
measure? And with that said, the [Instructional Leadership Team] has kind of gone into a 
brief segue, and that‘s what we‘ll think about for the next agenda. We [emphasis added] 
have to think about wrapping this up before we go into term three. This is kind of like a 
half year course of study, but how do we continue this discussion and then continue as we 
segue into Accountable Talk? So kind of thinking about the next couple of weeks, what’s 
something that we could really measure? We’ve been doing this for maybe 8-10, maybe 9 
weeks across grade levels consistently [emphasis added]. How do we want to measure 
student work and progress? I just want to kind of open that up before we get into some of 
the research and think about that.  
 
The coach‘s role was definitely that of an instructional leader who was focused on 
teachers‘ acquiring new knowledge about effective vocabulary instruction. At the beginning of 
the meeting, the coach used ―you‖ and ―your‖ to establish her identity as the facilitator or 
instructional leader of the group, but in general, there was an urgency expressed in her speedy 
syntax connected by the word ―we.‖ There were no pauses or invitations for comments by 
teachers. During the coach‘s 5 minutes on the agenda (see 8:17-8:22 on the agenda in Figure 4), 
she also used a great deal of the discourse of the district‘s reform initiative and the curriculum 
such as, ―increasing students‘ background knowledge of words,‖ ―word consciousness,‖ and 
―derive meaning through context clues.‖ The coach did become more flexible in her speech, 
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claiming membership and connection to the group (e.g., ―So kind of thinking about over the next 
couple of weeks. What‘s something that we could really measure?‖), while at the same time 
controlling the information and agenda. To respect the confidentiality of the teachers who 
informed her about other teachers‘ lack of adherence to the curriculum, she made no direct 
mention of the issue. However, she did mention the Instructional Leadership Team‘s actions—―a 
brief segue‖—without articulating the teachers‘ involvement in the decision to change the 
common planning time. It is difficult to discern the coach‘s emotions about the teachers‘ literally 
―stealing‖ time from her agenda and perhaps betraying the trust she had in them to work with her 
instead of going over her head to make a decision about the common planning time. The fact that 
the administration responded to this move in her absence also speaks to her sense of isolation 
from the building administration that she alluded to in her interview. She doesn‘t mention these 
issues, but the tone of her opening statement is intense and urgent.  
It is important to note that the seven curricular-related SMART goals on the agenda had 
to be measured at the end of the cycle. The coach was aware that this requirement was part of 
closing out this particular CCL cycle, and as she stated earlier, the teachers had to find evidence 
that supported the work that they had been doing. This example of a linear equation for change in 
student achievement resulted in little or no flexibility for time, choice, and content during the 
meeting. At that point in the meeting, Teacher 2 suspended or redirected what could be called the 
coach-led discussion with a strategic question about the coach‘s question (―How do we want to 
measure student work and progress?‖):  
Teacher 2: Is that the question?  
Coach: Yes it is. 
Teacher 2: Well are we talking about understanding the target words? 
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Coach: Uh um. 
Teacher 2: And, I‘m just thinking out loud. You mean either using them verbally or in a 
sentence that makes sense that is applicable to the word? So we‘re talking about two 
different things: verbal and written?  
 
Teacher 3: For the lower levels maybe they could draw an image of it. Some kids have 
[said to me], ―I don‘t know how to say it, but can I draw it?‖  
 
Coach: So our measures are the understanding. Can you use it in writing? Can you use it 
in your language? Maybe can you draw a nonlinguistic representation of it? Okay. 
 
The coach continued to use the district and curricular discourse and stayed focused on the 
SMART goals, which were part of the agenda for the cycle. Her language was very formal and 
summative of the teachers‘ statements. As the discussion between the teachers continued, the 
coach managed to regain control of the discussion: 
Teacher 2: Some of the kids have nonverbal issues; I mean they can talk to you about 
stuff, but they can‘t get it down.  
 
Coach: So we‘re kind of looking at a couple of different forms of assessment. How can 
we assess whether the students have improved? First of all, where are we right now? 
 
Teacher 3: We’re supposed to be on week 10, but I didn’t do it this week [emphasis 
added]. 
 
Teacher 1: I thought I was [going to], but I didn‘t do it yesterday.  
 
Teacher 4: I decided not to do it until next week [emphasis added]. 
 
Coach: Okay. Anyone else do the words for week 10?  
 
(Teachers’ comments were inaudible. The teachers talked to each other.) 
 
Coach: So we‘ll get on the same page for next week. We‘ve gone up to week nine, okay, 
and so looking at the words that have been addressed so far, how might we think about 
assessing kids [emphasis added]? 
 
There was a sense of dramatic irony in the observation of the coach‘s reminding the 
group of the CCL goals followed by Teachers 1, 3, and 4‘s admission that they had not 
implemented the lesson during the week. From interviews with the coach, it was known that 
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there were teachers who had told the coach about certain teachers who were not staying with the 
implementation cycle of the five target words in each content area on a particular day of the 
week. Although the coach did openly address this issue during the meeting, her use of the phrase, 
―brief segue‖ was a euphemism for the abrupt shift from vocabulary instruction to Accountable 
Talk in the program. In other words, everybody knew what was not happening in the classrooms 
and what had happened before the meeting, but no one talked about it openly until the teachers 
admitted they did not do the lesson. 
At that point, teachers appeared to trust the coach enough to bring their noncompliance 
into the common planning time meeting discussion, or perhaps they felt that she had little control 
or power over the implementation at that point and that her knowing was of no professional 
consequence. Regardless of the teachers‘ motives, this admission somewhat relieved the unstated 
tension related to the teachers noncompliance to the curriculum. The coach, at that point, reacted 
as a member of the group (as evidenced by her use of ―we‖) instead of a representative of the 
district. Whether her use of ―we‖ was her personal style or a strategic use of language, it suggests 
some kind of kinship or familiarity with the staff. The coach‘s response—―So we‘ll get on the 
same page for next week.‖—is similar to that of a sports coach rallying the team together. The 
coach continued to speak to the teachers in this team mode when she asked, ―How might we 
think about assessing kids?‖ As the meeting continued Teacher 2 responded, but not directly to 
the coach‘s query:  




Teacher2: I have them make their own sentence with it, without looking inside the book, 




Coach: Okay. And I guess I‘m jumping the gun here too. What would be a goal that we 
think would be measurable for these kids? Like we know we want to assess whether or 
not they understand the words so far. What would be a measurable goal? Do we say like, 
I‘m going to throw out an example—29% of our kids will do blank by the end of blank.  
 
The idea of establishing a percentage indicated the need to have some quantifiable 
evidence of student learning. The discussion that follows illustrates how the political context 
influenced the participants‘ determination of quantifiable evidence at the end of the meeting 
cycle. Therefore, it will be important to examine how the following negotiation reflected what 
was stated in the SMART goals for students and teachers. Figure 5 is the list of SMART goals 
from the January 21 agenda.  
Students Learning Goals: 
- Use higher-level vocabulary across the curriculum in spoken and written 
language; use target words in daily discourse/verbal expression 
- Acquire lasting knowledge and appreciation of words and how they are used in 
language; 
- Increase background knowledge of words and use of multiple meanings for target 
words; and  
- Derive meaning of words through context clues  
Teacher Learning Goals: 
- Learn/facilitate the best way to teach vocabulary 
- How to include target vocabulary in our mini-lessons 
- How to address diverse learners 
 
Figure 5. An excerpt of the established SMART Goals from January 21, 2009, meeting agenda. The discussion 
about assessments did not directly address any of the student learning goals. There was no mention of 
assessing the teacher learning goals 
 
Teacher 2‘s anecdotal information about how he started class with the vocabulary words may 
speak to part of the first SMART goal for student learning (use target words in daily 
discourse/verbal expression) but does not provide quantifiable data like student work samples or 




The loss of time as a result of the ―brief segue‖ of the Instructional Leadership Team is 
part of the reason that the coach pushed for such a quick consensus on easily measured evidence. 
The coach‘s discourse continued to be somewhat team oriented with the consistent use of ―we‖ 
as she began to navigate the teachers toward establishing specific, measurable benchmarks for 
the SMART goals. The coach also inserted questions and ―okay‖ at different points in what 
could be perceived as a strategy to ensure that the discussion stayed focused on the agenda and to 
maintain some level of momentum.  
Leading the Discussion 
As the vignette continued, the teachers seemed to take more control of the discussion 
about how many words the students should know. They appeared to be addressing each other as 
members of a group who were sharing ideas about their instructional practices. However, the 
coach does reestablish her role as facilitator and instructional leader with a determined focus on 
the percentage of words students should know, which was also on the agenda (Develop a 
SMART goal—quantifiable). From that point on, the teachers and the coach engaged in a rapid 
exchange about the percentage of words students should know, with the coach at the center of 
the conversation. Keep in mind that the question that should have been guiding the discussion 
was, ―How might we think about assessing kids,‖ in terms of the SMART goals that were posted 
on the agenda: 
Teacher 4: For just a certain group of words? Are you saying? 
 
Coach: For the words they‘ve been introduced to thus far. 
 
Teacher 4: How do we test them so we know whether or not they got it? 
 
Coach: Well, we need to develop the goal first. 
 




Coach: There are 45 words.  
 
Teacher 2: Forty-five words that we‘ve gone through so far. 
 
Coach: Forty-five words, that‘s good information to know. 
 
(The discussion between teachers about how Teacher 2 knew there were 45 words was 
inaudible.) 
 
Teacher 2: I would hope they would know 40%. 
 
Coach: You would hope that, okay. 
 
Teacher 2: So we would have some materials.  
 
Coach: So let‘s talk about it then. Let‘s everybody go around and say what they think is 
reasonable. 
 
Teacher 1: Forty-five words. 
 
Coach: What do we think a measurable goal would be?  
 
Teacher 2: (interrupting the coach) What are we talking about? 
 
Teacher 1: Some of [the words] they already knew. 
 
Teacher 2: (addressing the coach) Are we talking about them knowing [a targeted 
vocabulary word] and being able to write it in a sentence, a clear concise sentence that 
reflect the word‘s proper use? 
 
Coach: Well how about this? Let me throw something out there. Remember those tests 
that we [emphasis added] gave at the beginning of the year, the preassessment? Does it 
necessarily mean using the word in a sentence? Or could it be just being able to locate the 
definition of the word? I think, if we think about our goal then we can think about how 
we want to assess it. So I’m just throwing that out there [emphasis added].  
 
Teacher 1: Finding the synonym of words? 
 
Coach: Maybe. . . I’m not saying anything. I’m just throwing ideas out [emphasis added]. 
I just want you all to think about how you want to do it. My thing is that if you. . . I would 
like us to get some kind of consensus around for the 45 words. Realistically what is the 
percentage of words we really feel these kids should be able to know or understand by the 




This was definitely a coach-driven discussion. The teachers also appeared to acquiesce to 
the idea that they had to come to some consensus about the assessment for the SMART goal. 
Although the agenda drove this meeting, the coach used discourse that positioned her as a 
contributing member and not the leader when she said, ―I‘m not saying anything. I‘m just 
throwing ideas out.‖ This language demonstrated how the coach navigated the direction of the 
discussion by making suggestions of how to proceed to reach the goals that slowly maneuvered 
the teachers from talking to each other about their students to addressing the coach‘s agenda for 
the meeting. Thus, they really had no autonomy in deciding how their SMART goals were to be 
assessed. That decision was made by the coach through her suggestions. In the continuation of 
this discussion, it was clear that the teachers were being directed by the coach toward 
establishing a final percentage as evidence of achieving SMART goals for this meeting cycle. 
This process focused more on managing how the team would wrap up the cycle with only 2 
weeks left. The data was not related to the broader questions of how students learn vocabulary 
and what is the best way to teach vocabulary.  
What Counts as Change? 
This interaction with teachers also revealed how the coach often balanced the long-term 
goal of the district with creating a form of shared decision making that could be perceived as a 
controlling strategy to make sure that teachers supported the goal. These interactions also 
provided some insight into how teachers utilized questioning to redirect the meeting. It is 
important to note how the coach continued to navigate versus negotiate the discussion toward the 
SMART goal. The term navigate suggests controlling the direction of the discussion, and 
negotiation assumes that there is some authentic give and take of ideas. The end product of an 
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agreed-upon percentage had more priority than a discussion about what should be measured and 
how.  
During that meeting, there was no mention of the teachers‘ goals for the cycle, which 
were to identify the best way to teach vocabulary and to integrate the target words into 
minilessons in their classrooms. The percentages appeared to be perceived by teachers as how 
they would be held accountable for their students‘ achievements. As the discussion about 
consensus building continued, there was little talk about student learning or evidence of any 
changes in beliefs about instruction:  
Teacher 1: I‘m guessing that a good 30% of the words they‘re familiar with already. 
 
Coach: I‘ll go 50%.  
 
Teacher 2: And I‘ll go 50% too. That is high enough for me. 
 
Coach: Fifty percent of the words? (addressing Teacher 4) What are your thoughts? If 
you think already that the kids come with a knowledge base of most of the words . . . at 
least 30 [%], and they already know how to derive meaning without context. . . . 
 
Teacher 1: If we just talked about those words right now, if we went through data and 
research (referring the materials attached to the agenda), those are words with which 
they‘re very familiar. Those are just 45 words, and I would bet that if we counted down, 
we wouldn‘t have any trouble finding a third of those words that are common to them. 
 
Coach: A third of them? 
 
Teacher 1: Yes, I‘d like to see a list right now.  
 
Teacher 4: I‘d like to say 85% [for] a certain group of kids, and then maybe another 
group may know 50%. 
 
Coach: Can we [emphasis added] find a compromise? Can we find some place to meet in 
the middle?  
 
Teacher 2: We already compromised. 
 
Teacher 2‘s comment—―We already compromised.‖— is a direct response and challenge 
to the coach‘s impetus for consensus on a single percentage for all students. Throughout this 
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process, Teacher 2 established his presence as someone with equal standing to the coach. He 
directed his response to the coach, and he separated himself from the other teachers in the group. 
When the group was reading the text that was brought to the meeting by the coach, Teacher 2 
was getting coffee and a pastry. He was a silent observer through most of the discussion about 
percentage. When he spoke at this meeting, he was put in the position of the summarizer and 
evaluator of the process. Teacher 2‘s comment about having already compromised demanded a 
response from the coach who had been navigating the process.  
As stated before, the exchange among the teachers appeared to have been more about 
what they wanted to be held accountable for after completing the curriculum than about student 
learning or ideological change. In fact, there were comments that reflected low expectations and 
low self-efficacy on the part of the teachers for student learning. Teacher 1 made the following 
comment about students‘ perceived ability to learn the words: ―I‘d like to say 85% for a certain 
group of kids, and then maybe another group may know 50%.‖ The groups exercise in 
determining a percentage for assessment also showed how the limitation of time engendered a 
low expectation for student performance not only by translating student learning into a random 
percentage, but also by lowering the percentage to match their beliefs about what their students 
could do, without looking at any student work. As the discussion about the percentage 
progressed, teachers‘ belief about students‘ ability to meet the goals emerged:  
Teacher 1: Well don‘t forget that I teach special [education] kids too. 
Teacher 2: When I say 50%, I‘m not just talking about one group of students, I‘m  
talking about everybody. 
 
Coach: Okay, so you‘re taking that into consideration.  
 
Teacher 2: (interjects) At least 50%. 
 








Teacher 3: They‘ve seen the word; they understand the word; Whether or not they can 
use it in a sentence that makes sense is…I wouldn‘t [say] familiar with the word. I‘d say 
they‘ve seen the word. [They have] a rudimentary understanding.  
 
Coach: (addressing the group) So, what do you think? You still think 85%? 
 
Teacher 1: Except for the children whose English language skills are really low. I‘d say a 
good 75% [of the target words].  
 
Coach: A good 75%? (There was a group pause in discussion.) Going once  
(The coach laughed.) . . . . I really just think that we [emphasis added] should just be able 
to test all of these [words] out. I think . . . . That‘s my personal opinion. What do you all 
think? 
 
Teacher 1: Not all, but a bunch bunnies—that punch bunny [a competitive game where 
kids call out when they see a target word in a different context] thing that we do. I mean 
some words pop up two or three times a day in some of the classes [be]cause they want to 
be able to say ―punch bunny.‖  
 
Coach: I think also that setting the goal doesn‘t mean that it‘s the actuality. The goal that 
you would set for your kids—and I think this is where [Teacher 1] is coming from—
correct me if I‘m wrong. You would really hope that your kids would know 85% of these 
words. I think we all would hope for that. 
 
Teacher 2: Yeah, sure. 
 
Coach: Whether or not that actually translates into being the actuality is something 
different . . . . We don‘t hope that our kids know just a few percent of these words; we 
hope that they know about 85% of these words. . . . So 85 [%] and see what it turns out to 
be? 
 
Teacher 2: 105[%], if we want. (He laughed.) 
 
Coach: Okay, so is that reasonable though? 
 
Teacher 3: For eighth graders going into high school, yes. 
 
Coach: …Do we think that it‘s 50%, 75[%]--if we can kind of…reach a consensus here. 





Teacher 3: Seventy-five[%].  
 
Coach: So I have two 75[%]s. What are we thinking? Measurable? Attainable?  
 
Teacher 2: I‘d be lying. (There was group laughter.) 
 
Coach: It‘s what we [emphasis added] hope and what we [emphasis added] think is 
reasonable . . . whether or not [students] get there. 
 
Teacher 2: Alright. Put me down as 75[%]. 
. 
Coach: (addressing Teacher 5) What do you think?  
 
Teacher 5: Fifty[%].  
 
Teacher 3: We can pick out the words we think they [already know]. 
 
Teacher 2: (interrupts) See, that would be wrong though. That would be cheating. 
 
Coach: That would be cheating? 
 
Teacher 3: No. 
 
Teacher 1: Like they know the word adopt. 
 
Teacher 2: (addressing Teacher 1) It‘s got to be random, a random selection.  
 
Coach: You have to test your goal. So if you think that they already have a knowledge 
base of 30% of these words and that‘s okay. What you‘re doing is shooting for something 
reasonable and attainable. I think all of us are in agreement right here that we would like 
to see by the end of term three that students will know 75% of this. So 75% of the 45 
words that were taught in lessons 1-9. So that‘s what we‘ll cover, just those 45 words. 
Now we can talk about how we will assess them. Okay. 
 
Accountability 
To reiterate, the loss of time for meeting on the Word Generation curriculum appeared to 
have resulted in a very low level of accountability for teachers and students. That is, the teachers 
came to the consensus that students would know 75% of the 45 words that were taught in the 
lessons and that they may have already known 30% of those words. This left 45% of the 45 
words, which meant that the students were to learn 21 new words in 9 weeks. In addition, there 
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was consensus that it is possible that some students may not be able to meet this percentage 
benchmark. 
With the shift from vocabulary instruction lessons to Accountable Talk strategies, it 
appeared that the coach also shifted from working on teacher engagement to wrapping up the 
cycle with some type of data that she had labeled ―measurable‖ and ―reasonable.‖ The coach‘s 
last statement—―I think all of us are in agreement right here that we would like to see by the end 
of term three that students will know 75% of this.‖— made this a very low-risk proposition for 
teachers with little consequence if students didn‘t make the goal. Again, this bartering indirectly 
lowered the expectations for students to know these words, versus the students‘ having effective 
vocabulary strategies for identifying new words. If the latter were the expectation for students, 
then certain metacognitive strategies (e.g., students or teacher think aloud, metacognitive 
journals, or marking up the texts) might have been used to gather data on what strategies students 
found most useful or utilized most frequently to figure out new words. The students were simply 
not at the center of this discussion, making the discussion of percentages meaningless in terms of 
improving student performance.  
In this part of the discussion, the coach navigated the teachers toward a consensus about 
the percentage by utilizing a range of verbal strategies (e.g., rephrasing, questioning, prompting, 
and summarizing). Although teachers had input into the percentage levels, the coach controlled 
the flow of information during the meeting to make sure that they ended up with a measurable 
goal. The coach also lowered the risk level, which may have encouraged more teachers to 
contribute their opinions during the meeting. Specifically, her statement—―It‘s what we hope 
and what we think is reasonable . . . whether or not [students] get there.‖— appeared to reassure 
teachers that the percentage was about a projected outcome for the students, and not an 
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accountability benchmark that they would be held responsible for by the administration. For 
example, when the coach made the statement about reasonable goals for assessment, Teacher 2, 
who had been somewhat resistant to go above 50%, said, ―Alright. Put me down as 75[%].‖ 
Again, this was a political transaction that the coach made to engender a feeling that teachers 
would be protected from the consequences of low student performance. The meeting continued 
as the coach and teachers started to negotiate the type of assessment they would use to monitor 
students‘ progress.  
Measuring Changes in Student Progress 
Teacher 1: Perhaps we can use something like the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) 
format where they have a short paragraph where the word is used in context and they 
choose from what I think is four words what the meaning will be. . . . And [the students] 
are better able to pick words out of context and what we‘re doing here is really teaching 
them to pick out the words. We‘re teaching them prefixes and suffixes. Sometimes a 
prefix or suffix would be an opposite term. And we‘re teaching them all of that and 
maybe just maybe it may help them with some of the things they‘re testing. I know they 
can pick out so much more if it‘s used in a paragraph than if it‘s used in a sentence.  
 
Coach: I‘ll put a star next to [Scholastic Reading Inventory], so we can kind of think 
about that when we come back for next time.  
 
Teacher 2: Another thing to think about is maybe we can use some of those passages 
[from the curriculum]. . . . Maybe we can give the [students] copies of those excerpts and 
the words in context there, and they can look and get information from the context clues 
in the passages . . . .  
 
Coach: Okay, good idea. . . . One of the things that I know folks have been looking to get 
out of this is not only just why these words, but what are the most effective instructional 
practices. I wanted to kind of [emphasis added] ask you to rate information and strategies 
from three of the books that I‘ve mentioned: Bringing Words to Life, Words, Words, 
Words, by Janet Allen, and I found a resource from Laura Robb that I used in a lot of 
minilessons. So, I want to give folks a good 5-7 minutes to mark this [attached reading] 
up . . . . Which of the following methods are supported by the research? . . . I just want 
you to kind of [emphasis added] look at the list and think about what teaching methods 
are supported and which ones are not and think about why. And then we can follow with 





(The teachers took about 5 minutes to review the handouts. Teacher 2 got up and had 
coffee and a pastry; others marked up the texts. The coach gave a 1 minute warning.)  
 
Constraints of Time and Expectations 
This discussion about percentages truly illustrated how the constraints of time (e.g., the 
end of the cycle and less meeting time) can lead to limiting teacher expectations for themselves 
and their students. The coach‘s discourse also demonstrated a lack of confidence that teachers 
would do what they said they would. For example, in the last part of the vignette, she uses the 
phrase ―kind of‖ four times in terms of what teachers will do. This is another word to express 
maybe, possibly, and even I don’t know. As a key player, she appeared to feel off of her game.  
The two most vocal teachers took center stage for most of the discussion. Teacher 1 
shared her beliefs about how students understand vocabulary and suggested an assessment that 
gives contexts clues, which is aligned with her statement, ―And [the students] are better able to 
pick words out of context.‖ Teacher 2 supported the idea about context clues when he responded, 
―Maybe we can give [the students] copies of those excerpts and the words in context there, and 
they can look and get information from the context clues in the passages.‖ The concept of 
recognizing words in a different context could be connected to the basis of the Word Generation 
lessons. The curriculum activities included using word charts, finding derivatives, reading 
weekly content-specific passages with target words in context, and using a CLOZE 
comprehension assessment. Students were also required to write an essay at the end of each week 
using the target words. Again, the evidence or samples of students‘ completion of these activities 
were not shared at the meetings. In addition, the coach did not connect teachers‘ comments about 
students and instruction to the lessons in the Word Generation curriculum. However, she did 
attempt to connect teachers‘ narratives to the goals to identify effective vocabulary instruction 
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and to the handouts that she had bought to the meeting that reflected research on effective 
vocabulary instruction. 
Shifting Control 
During the discussion, Teachers 1, 2, and 3 were the most vocal about the percentages. 
Teacher 2 had also been very playful as reflected in his comment, ―105% if we want (He 
laughed).‖ He also appeared to place a lack of importance on reading the text on research-based 
vocabulary instruction. As already noted, Teacher 2 had a power interaction with the coach when 
the coach chose not to make any remarks about his lack of participation, perhaps because she did 
not want to challenge the passive-aggressive power play that would distract her from the goal of 
deciding on an assessment. As the coach resumed the discussion, Teacher 2 was first to respond, 
not to her question or the text, but with an opinion.  
Coach: What are our thoughts here? What‘s supported by the text? Or not supported by 
the text here?  
 
Teacher 2: You know there‘s like the Catholic school way of learning vocabulary  
 
Coach: And what is that? 
 
Teacher 2: And that is, you give like a 100 words and match them up with the definition 




Teacher 2: And kids sometimes learn it that way. That has not been thrown out.  
 
Coach: Do they learn them or do they memorize them?  
 
Teacher 3: Isn‘t memorization learning? Isn‘t it another form of exposure?  
 
Teacher 4: Not really. 
 
Teacher 1: Don‘t forget they have to look them up and study them too. 
 




Teacher 4: They don‘t really understand them.  
 
Coach: I guess that‘s my question.  
 
There was a bit of a shift here where the teachers began to share their ideologies with 
each other. However, the dialogue about memorization and word lists demonstrated a high level 
of safety and trust within the group and at the same time reflected a lack of change in Teacher 
3‘s beliefs about vocabulary instruction. It also demonstrated how Teachers 1 and 3‘s ideas about 
instruction had not been changed by the Word Generation curriculum which promoted students 
to learn words across content in different contexts using prefixes, suffixes, and derivatives. 
Teachers 2 and 4 did not necessarily agree with the other teachers‘ points of view, but responded 
in a respectful manner. Importantly, they did reference the handout on vocabulary instruction, 
but did not directly seek the expertise of the coach to guide their thinking. Again, it is important 
to note that instructional practices like memorization, matching word lists, and using the 
dictionary are not part of the instructional practices outlined in the Word Generation curriculum, 
but were part of different beliefs about instruction. It would be interesting to know what changed 
in the belief of teachers about vocabulary instruction and why they were not talking about the 
curriculum activity more directly. As the dialogue continued the teachers informally took the 
lead:  
Teacher 1: When words have multiple meanings that‘s awfully difficult . . . . Let‘s say, I 
use the word run and I didn‘t use it, I was trying to explain multiple meaning and I wrote 
four different meanings of the word run on the board and asked them to identify the word 




Teacher 1: And I kept telling the [students]—―base word.‖ And then I went down to 
―three letters, ―begins with an r.‖ And it took a long time. . . . We‘re doing things like a 




Coach: So what does ―reservation‖ mean to a ticket holder, to a Native American, and to 
a detective? Okay? So remember that example [from the curriculum]? I used that 
example a lot. And so being able to ask that question to the kids is kind of like what you 
are speaking to. They‘re all multiple meaning. However, what does the research kind of 
tell us? Giving kids 20 words at the beginning of the week to memorize, really how 
useful is that to the student? (There was a pause.) Any thoughts? 
 
Teacher 2: Not useful as far as I‘m concerned. Your memory seems to fade, but if you 
like make a word yours, if you internalize it, it means like you really understand it and 
you start to use it. . . In my experience over the last 15-16 years, I used to be big on 
spelling. (mocking himself) ―Let‘s learn. We need to learn how to spell these words.‖ I 
was getting there. The spelling was okay but they had no idea of what the word meant. 
And they would memorize the spelling and the spelling was okay, but when they came 
across the word in any sort of reading, like they had no clue. So I changed the vocabulary 
instruction. 
 
Teacher 5: Kind of the same thing with the timetables we memorized at some point in 
our lives. Then after that, as we keep using it every day and every day, it becomes ours.  
 
Coach: So you do have to know what the word means, but it has to be utilized 
meaningfully. Okay. 
 
Teacher 5: And to go back to some of what I read in here (referring to the article). I was 
looking in the back of my book. This is the kids‘ book here and it has the vocabulary 
section in the back of there and sometimes I find myself when we‘re sitting down here 
and looking at the definition of a word, [thinking] how long is that [definition]? (Shows to 
group) And sometimes we have to refine it and make it shorter than that. 
 
Coach: That‘s the aspect of being student-friendly, right? 
 
Teacher 5: It has to be student-friendly. You don‘t want the kids to remember all that. 
They‘re not going to remember all that. But, if you make it simple and shorter than that 




Teacher 2: (addressing Teacher 5) So you would discuss it in class? 
 
Teacher 5: We would discuss it in class. 
 
Teacher 1: Show the pictures. 
 




Teacher 3: We could discuss that the denotation is the dictionary definition of the word 
and that it would be longer than something that is like an everyday meaning. A lot of our 
kids didn‘t know that when we make them write their prediction of what the word is.  
 
Coach: Uh um. 
 
Teacher 3: And then the next section says, ―Copy the dictionary.‖  
 
Coach: Uh um. 
 
Teacher 3: Or just use a dictionary definition. A lot of them didn‘t know that, but they 
realize that the dictionary definition is a longer, drab, or could be a long drab definition . . 
. .  
 
Coach: Uh mm. 
 
At the start of this part of the meeting, the coach‘s request was, ―I just want you to kind 
of look at the list and think about what teaching methods are supported and which ones are not 
and think about why.‖ The teachers‘ discourse in the meeting demonstrated their response to this 
task. During this discussion some of the teachers‘ discourse was related to the Word Generation 
curriculum, some to the article the coach brought to the meeting, and some appeared to come 
from teachers‘ tacit beliefs about instruction. The dialogue about the dictionary may have been 
derived from the Word Generation word chart activity that required students to write the 
meaning of the target word, the form or part of speech, and an example of its use in a sentence. 
The conversation about predicting may have emerged from curriculum suggestions that have 
students predict the meaning of the target word. It was difficult to discern what was most 
effective in improving students‘ work and whether the teachers related the changes in student 
performance to the curriculum or to information from the PowerPoint presentation or the coach‘s 
handouts. Only Teacher 2 mentioned the article as connected to his comments. He had 
established a lead learner identity in this meeting when he was the first to respond to the coach‘s 
question about memorization with his ideas about what it means to know a word: ―Your memory 
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starts to fade, but if you like make a word yours, if you internalize it, it means like you really 
understand it and you start to use it.‖ Teacher 2‘s comment appeared to generate more dialogue 
among the teachers about how they introduced words.  
At that point, time became a key factor for the coach and how she chose to interact with 
the teachers in this meeting. The end of the meeting was near, and the coach had to act as the 
summarizer or synthesizer of what had been presented to that point. She spoke, uninterrupted, for 
almost 3 minutes without inviting the teachers to engage in any dialogue or discussion.  
Coach: The other thing too, I remember, this happens to me a lot [be]cause I‘m always 
looking up words. . . Sometimes the definition doesn‘t help me to understand what the 
word means. And I remember that happening a lot when I was a kid. That just going to 
the dictionary and someone telling me to look it up didn‘t always unpack the meaning for 
me. So those student-friendly definitions are really important. And I don‘t know if you 
guys got a chance to get to some of the games you can do with the kids but, what word 
goes with ―crook?‖ Like introducing the words, categorizing the words, and really 
thinking about [them]. Is this word associated with a concept? When we think about how 
we teach [emphasis added] kids new concepts and new things, and we think about how 
learning is associative. If I can associate it to what I already [know]—what is known—
what I have within my experiential background, then it‘s easier for me to grasp what‘s 
new and assimilate that into my existing framework. And so . . . we need to think 
[emphasis added] about what does the word reservation mean to a ticket holder, a Native 
American, and a detective . . . creating multiple meanings and just having some concrete 
strategies to think about. But really thinking about this list of things and how we‘ve done 
things traditionally and what we thought we were doing traditionally to help facilitate a 
deeper understanding maybe going back and trying out maybe one or two of these new 
strategies to help kids deepen their understanding. So with that said, I do have some 
resources that speak to these strategies, that is mostly a condensed version of a chapter 
from Bringing Words to Life and some of the strategies for teaching vocabulary 
development. [Also] what are the levels of word processing, and then they talk about 
morpheme analysis, really looking at word parts, word building, students‘ [use of] 
words?  
 
(The bell rang signaling the end of the common planning period. As teachers gathered 
their materials the coach continued to wrap up and pass out information. In the last 
seconds she asked teachers to verify their approval for the next meeting.) 
 
So can I just get a quick approval for our next agenda? That we want to talk about the 
assessment for our SMART goal is that correct, is that what we want to do? (There was 




Teacher 2: Yes, let’s unpack [emphasis added]. 
 
Coach: Okay and some more of these strategies for the most effective strategies? Okay. 
Anything else? Does anyone have anything they want to share? Anything that they‘ve 
been doing in their classroom? You want to bring too? If I could ask folks if you could 
bring something that you‘ve tried that‘s new maybe from this packet. And kind of bring it 
back to the next meeting? Okay. It doesn‘t have to be everything. Maybe just something 
small but just to kind of see if it helps students develop a deeper understanding. So we‘ll 
do the SMART goal assessment. We‘ll look at the PowerPoint. And folks can bring back 
something to share. Are we in agreement with that? (The teachers verbally or physically 
signaled agreement.) Okay. Thank you. 
 
Afterward, the coach took in a deep breath, signaling how intensely she had been moving 
this group forward to reach an assessment goal for this meeting. As stated earlier, the syntax of 
her speech showed an urgency to cover a great deal of information with very little time. To 
connect her ideas, she used, ―and,‖ and ―and so‖ regularly in the early part of her speech. A true 
reminder of time was when the bell rang and the coach attempted to squeeze more information 
into the few remaining seconds of the meeting. The coach opened and ended the meeting as an 
instructional leader with a specific outcome in mind: to set some type of benchmark to measure 
students‘ progress in the program. The coach, with the idea she was the key player, seemed to 
intensify her approach because things were not coming together to meet the goal. Time had run 
out. 
Teacher 2‘s response to the coach‘s statement—―Yes, let‘s unpack.‖—was the only 
teacher statement that seemed to challenge the coach. This comment was also made after what 
could be called a soliloquy, during which the coach spoke often as a member of the group, with 
her use of ―we think,‖ ―we need to think,‖ and ―we‘ve done.‖ Like other comments Teacher 2 
made (e.g., ―We already compromised.‖), his tone of ―let‘s unpack‖ could also represent his 
attempt to maintain power over the coach during the meeting.  
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The meeting reflected what might be called a comfortable collaboration between the 
coach and the teachers (Hargreaves & Fullan, 1997). Although the teachers did reach a 
consensus about a benchmark, they did not talk or, more importantly, show evidence related to 
what aspects of the curriculum they implemented that supported student learning of new 
vocabulary. As throughout the meeting, the coach did not require teachers to do the survey, but 
invited them to consider this approach to gather information from students. Time was the source 
of a political struggle between the teachers, the administrators, and the coach that also influenced 
the coach‘s sense of autonomy to control the initiative and her trust in the teachers and the 
administration. What was most significant in this vignette was the discussion of low expectations 
for students, especially the special education students, to retain about 21 new words as a result of 
the program. The questions of what changed in teachers‘ instructional practices as a result of 
common planning time and the Word Generation and how students have benefited are yet to be 
answered.  
Vignette #2: How Do Students Learn Vocabulary? 
Background 
It had been 2 weeks since the last meeting. The meeting scheduled for January 28, 2009, 
was cancelled because school was closed due to a snow day in the district. On February 4, 2009, 
most of the teachers had to attend a special education meeting, so the Word Generation meeting 
was cancelled. The teachers were supposed to give their students a survey on how they learn 






What Has Been Learned 
There was evidence derived from the agenda and the discourse of the meeting that 
reflected how the loss and control of time influenced the agenda and expectations of the common 
planning time meeting. As stated, 2 weeks had passed and the semester was coming to an end, as 
was the CCL cycle for Word Generation. The coach had to decide how time would be spent. She 
began the meeting with an emphasis on the essential questions about vocabulary instruction and 
an invitation for the teachers to share completed essays: 
Coach: My opening refresher was what have we said about our essential question, which 
is, ―How do we learn it—vocabulary?‖ What did we say and what did the research say? 
What do the students say and we said, ―Should we ask them?‖ So one of the things is that 
we kind of [emphasis added] made a list of questions. I sent them out a little late 
yesterday. I was wondering if folks had a chance to ask their kids between last time 
[emphasis added] and today what they thought about how they learned vocabulary best. 
So I wanted to open up with that and kind of [emphasis added] get into some more of the 
strategies. This particular PowerPoint has a lot of research up front, but it also has a lot of 
strategies we [emphasis added] can kind of try out here and think about which one we 
would want to try out with our kids. So I just want to ask folks if they had a chance to ask 
their students what they thought about how they think they learned vocabulary best. 
 
Teacher 1: I think that I asked [the question] the day that we did this last week. When I 
went back upstairs I said this is what we‘re going to talk about for a minute. The first kid 
came right up with it when he said, ―When you say it Ms. [Teacher 1] and we talk.‖ And 
they went on to say [they learn] when they are talking regular and not when I‘m teaching 
[the words]. That‘s kind of what we do in the some of the intervention work: we try to 
repeat [the words] as often as possible. And they said that‘s how they really know what it 
means. 
 
Coach: So when you say it, you use it? 
 
Teacher 1: In conversation and in teaching. 
 
Coach: Anybody else have a chance to ask kids [emphasis added] just informally? 
(There was silence among the teachers.) Maybe next time [emphasis added] . . . . Have 
we caught anything all along as we’ve been teaching this . . . . What seems to help these 
kids get it [emphasis added]? Just from our informal observations. Anything along the 
lines of what seems to help these kids remember these words, week-to-week that they 









Teacher 6: Word association, opposites, different forms.  
 
Coach: So you mean different forms of the word?  
 
Teacher 6: Late, later, latest. 
 
Coach: Okay . . . so again if we can think about if you haven‘t asked the kids anything 
formal. I did restate some of the questions down here at the bottom [of the agenda]. If 
you want to ask one or two before we come back the next time, you know: wrapping up 
the next theme of our CCL is going to be focusing in on Word Generation but more about 
how providing kids with opportunities to use language and use discussions in particular 
to kind of boost the impact of this program . . . . So around Accountable Talk and helping 
them to engage in some of the topics they present, and how will that impact how these 
kids acquire new vocabulary?  
 
The coach‘s use of phrases like ―kind of‖ and ―ask folks if they had a chance,‖ suggests 
that she was attempting to set a collegial versus mandated tone for the meeting. This discourse 
suggests that teachers had a choice in the matter of administering the survey. After a pause, 
Teacher 1 responded to the coach‘s inquiry and was joined by two other teachers in the group. 
During this vignette from the meeting, it was possible to infer what ideologies teachers may have 
internalized about teaching vocabulary. Teacher 1, who expressed deep concern about lost 
autonomy in choosing what to teach, began the discussion with how she introduced the question 
to her class.  
Again, the coach‘s demeanor in her discourse implied a collegial and low-risk tone. She 
also continued with the use of the word ―we‖ to suggest a sense of her membership within this 
group. She also used the phrases ―if we can,‖ and ―if you want‖ when referring to whether the 
teachers completed the task of asking students about how they learned vocabulary, and she 
attempted to connect what the teachers had been doing with their goals in preparation for the 
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next CCL cycle. The coach communicated that she was not making demands and that the 
teachers had control. The tone of the meeting appeared to open the door for Teacher 1 to take the 
discussion in a somewhat different direction in terms of what she had noticed in her students‘ 
performance. The following dialogue emerged among the teachers as the vignette continued: 
Teacher 1: This is off topic, but I think it’s important [emphasis added] . . . words that 
have dual meanings. And yesterday it came up in civics about the president‘s role as 
leader and the presidency itself. The question asked, ―How do they conflict,‖ and the 





Teacher 1: There‘s two ways to say the word. Not that word specifically, because they 
never had that word. But they know enough now, maybe they can start digging, sounding 
it out differently and coming up with con-flict‘, and I told them the meaning basically. 
We compared the two definitions, but it was a process that they might not have known 
before.  
 
Coach: And so that‘s that whole word consciousness thinking about how to derive the 
meaning from the word now that they‘ve been engaged in this. 
 
Teacher 1: And so they‘ve heard con-flict‘ before but read con‘-flict. So once someone 
sounded it out a little differently, and now they‘re aware that that exists and that in itself 
is helpful.  
 
Teacher 6: That happened in week 12 last week with the word, conduct [one of the target 
words in the curriculum].  
 
Teacher 1: Exactly.  
 




Teacher 1: We had the same discussion. 
 
Teacher 6: We [discussed] conductor in electricity. The students really got into that part. 
We were talking about the third rail. How could it knock someone off the third rail? What 
are poor conductors and what are good conductors? It went on for about 20 minutes.  
 




Teacher 6: Teachers bring all that together. Expose them to whatever you can. When I‘m 
in the lab with kids with ADHD they will tell you shut up, let‘s move on. They liked it 
with the conductor. They‘ll take it, when they want to take it somewhere. 
 
Teacher 1: They‘re actually learning. 
 





Teacher 3: We only have them looking at the first page so when they went to write the 
words down in a column they go to the next column check if they‘ve heard the word, 
seen the word. So when they got to this ―conduct,‖ they were like Ms. [Teacher 1] ―Is it 
the con-duct‘ or the con‘ duct?‖ They didn‘t know whether to predict it. So just the 
awareness that word is pronounced another way. 
 
Teacher 1: (interjects) and I didn‘t have that – they weren‘t aware when I did that…they 
were aware when I did it in civics when I did con flict‖. . . .  
 
Teacher 3: So what I did was say, "Don‘t put your prediction down. Wait until I actually 
do the reading and you hear the word and then you make your prediction based on that.‖ 
So then that was kind of interesting. Seeing that they knew it wasn‘t the con‘ duct, it was 
like the actual whatever…So it was interesting. 
 
Coach: So we‘re just basically talking about the questions that we asked the kids from 
the last time. Basically, like how they think they learn best. What are some of the things 
that were coming up informally like we were saying with this program? Some of the 
things that were helping the kids acquire this vocabulary and become more conscious of 
their word knowledge.  
 
(Upon Teacher 2’s entrance into the room, the coach told him what the other teachers 
were talking about.) 
Teacher 2: Didn‘t anyone do the survey? Remember the survey?  
 
Coach: We had Ms. [Teacher 1] ask her students just informally a couple of questions. 
 
Teacher 1 took on a lead learner role in this meeting. It appeared that she asked her 
students how they learned vocabulary, and she provided anecdotal information on a few of the 
students‘ responses. She shared an anecdote about a student who was able to talk about the 
different pronunciation of the word conductor. Her comments motivated Teacher 6 to share 
similar stories about his students, and eventually Teacher 3 joined the discussion with more 
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anecdotal information. Teacher 1 also noted her surprise about how much the students appeared 
to learn from participating in the curriculum. This is significant because earlier Teacher 1 had 
stated that students were able to use context clues but not prefixes or root words. Similarly, 
Teacher 1 had stated in her interview some frustrations about not teaching what she felt her 
students actually needed. Her comments in this meeting did not necessarily suggest a shift in 
beliefs about instruction, but that she was complying with the expectations of the curriculum. 
The coach took advantage of this focus on the curriculum words and strategies to gain 
focus and control by summarizing how the teachers‘ comments related to the essential questions 
of the CCL cycle: ―So we‘re just basically talking about the questions that we asked the kids 
from the last time. Basically, like how they think they learn best?‖ The coach was interrupted 
when Teacher 2 entered the room, but there was no exchange about why he was late, which may 
have been handled earlier or later. The coach quickly caught him up, and he immediately shifted 
or stole the discussion when the coach asked about the survey. He asked, ―Didn‘t anyone do the 
survey? Remember the survey?‖ As the vignette continued Teacher 2 emerged as the one teacher 
who had completed the survey and had come prepared to distribute copies and to share his 
findings. 
Teacher 2: I did one. I have it written, some written data. 
 
Coach: Do you want to speak a little bit about the patterns you saw before we move to 
the PowerPoint? This is the time that we‘re just kind of sharing. 
 
Teacher 2: Yeah, most kids indicated that they learned vocabulary through school. And a 
lot of them said they learned it from me. (He laughed.) 
 
Coach: That‘s funny because Ms. [Teacher 1] was saying something similar. What did 
they say specifically? This is interesting. 
 
Teacher 2: Well I haven‘t . . . . I just did it yesterday and just word-processed it, you 
know, because it needed a little bit of tweaking. And most of them said school . . . . They 
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learned vocabulary through school . . . . They knew it was important for their future to get 




Teacher 2: (She paused before speaking.) Some said family, some said home, some said 
from their mother . . . . I got some pretty good responses from some kids. They really 
wanted to learn the vocabulary. They need it to help their speaking and writing, future job 
stuff. So what I‘d like to do at some point is tabulate this and get like a basic 
understanding of how they feel about it . . . the first person to teach you vocabulary. Like 
I was the first person (She laughed.) 
 
Coach: So how many questions did you ask them?  
 
Teacher 2: Eight. There were eight questions and I can word-process them. [The 
surveys] look pretty good so I can send it out if someone wants. 
 
Coach: That would be good. That would be great. (addressing the group) Even if you 
don‘t want to ask eight questions . . . if you want to ask your top two or three, just what is 
most important for you to find out. . . . We can bring this back the next time and think 
about once you‘ve compiled that . . . . Maybe, you might want to share [emphasis added] 
with us how that impacted your instruction based on what [the students] told you, and the 
adjustments you might have made to introduce the words. So that is kind of a great segue 
into some of the strategies we didn‘t get to last time within this PowerPoint. And it [asks] 
what does the research tell us about vocabulary, and we kind of brought in the students‘ 
perspectives.  
 
Teacher 2 took a leadership position in the discussion as he shared his process and the 
outcome of the survey. He seemed to find it reassuring that the students were learning or perhaps 
that his data reinforced that he was a good teacher. The coach used his positive response as an 
opportunity to mildly encourage teachers to try the survey in the following statement: ―Even if 
you don‘t want to ask eight questions . . . if you want to ask your top two or three.‖ At that point, 
the survey sounded like an interesting and low-risk endeavor for the teachers to try it with little 
consequence for instruction.  
At that point the coach continued to read from the vocabulary PowerPoint. Because it 
was rather long with about 60 slides, the team was unable to finish viewing it during an earlier 
meeting. This was the last meeting for this cycle, so it was an interesting choice to cover this 
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material rather than debrief about the surveys or have teachers bring samples of student work. In 
the PowerPoint presentation, the coach attempted to connect much of the research to what had 
been discussed in the first part of the meeting. However, this move made the meeting become 
more like a training than a discussion. It was as though the coach felt this body of knowledge had 
to be shared with teachers before they moved on to Accountable Talk.  
Coach: (reading from the PowerPoint) One of the things I would like to ask folks to do is 
think about one of these strategies that you haven‘t tried and think about trying that and 
brining back how that worked with the kids next time. (The coach continued to read from 
the PowerPoint while summarizing, elaborating, and connecting information to the 
discussion.) I know that a lot of you . . . I know that [Teacher 2] and [Teacher 3] have a 
specific routine that they‘re following every week pretty much, that they use to introduce 
the words.  
 
Teacher 6: I‘ve noticed that when we were talking about different tenses and things like 
that . . . we have [the word] inherently, and we look at inherent—and thinking about the 
root word is very important. Prefixes and affixes are very important as well. You see 
more of that when you‘re doing a novel or whatever. And you‘re going to pull the exact 
word out and the way it‘s used then you‘re going to get into more of the prefixes and 
suffixes and basically what you see in the Word Generation book I think. 
 
Coach: So are you saying that it‘s incumbent upon the teacher to do that?  
 
Teacher 6: Yeah. 
 
(The coach continued reading and discussed how to disseminate the PowerPoint. She 
focused on one strategy: Marzano’s five step process for introducing a word in content 
area. Teacher 6 connected these steps to similar strategies in the Wilson Reading 
Program. The coach continued with an example from the PowerPoint.) 
 
Teacher 3: Something funny happened in my class when we were doing the persuasive 
essay. We were talking about the hooks and one of the kids said, ―Miss [teacher name] 
can we use onomatopoeia as one of the hooks?  
 
Coach: So they‘re making connections?  
 
(The coach continued reading from the PowerPoint and kept summarizing, elaborating, 
and going back to the teachers’ examples. The coach also had teachers interact with the 
content by taking them through one of the context clues exercises in the PowerPoint. She 
also connected the topic to her own experience as she continued to share information 




Teacher 1: Right now I have a student who uses the dictionary a lot . . . and [she] always 
comes up with the wrong choice of words, but she tries. English is not her first language, 
but she tries. And when she does get a dictionary, half the time she has to look up the 
dictionary word, the explanation in the dictionary . . . . It‘s troublesome for her, but she 
tries so hard, you can‘t stop her. 
 
Coach: All the more reason why a student friendly definition is really important.  
 
(The coach continued to read from the PowerPoint and to reference Accountable Talk. 
She used anecdotes and referenced other conversations with teachers outside of the 
meeting and teachers’ comments about their use of Do Now activities to engage students 
with the words.) 
 
Teacher 2: That‘s good because what we do right now is a response to a question. So if I 
ask them, ―In your response I want you to use this word in some way that makes sense.‖ 
I‘ll try that to see if it works. 
 
Coach: And I‘m also going to hold off on having them use the word in a sentence too 
much until Friday because the whole point of that…the reason that they‘re having the 
kids do that writing prompt and do the sentences on Fridays is because they‘re assuming 
within this program that they‘ve done activities like this,. . . getting talk about the word 
use the word in a variety of different ways before they‘re actually required to know what 
that word means based on how it‘s used in a sentence. So the other thing is thinking about 
okay [how] you want to provide them with an opportunity to write when you use it in a 
sentence . . . also to think about how the word can be used in multiple ways before 
getting to that point. 
 
Teacher 6: We look a lot at the connotation of the word too.  
 
Coach: Okay, which is very important. 
 
Teacher 6: I ask, ―What kind of word is this?‖ to get them started. 
 
Coach: And does that change based on the context in which it‘s used? (She continued 
reading from the PowerPoint and connected the information to what was seen in the 
classroom. She stopped at the word sort topic.) Before you leave, take two seconds to 
think about one of these things that you might want to try out and then bring that back to 
next time. As soon as this meeting is over, I‘m going to send you the PDF format of this 
so you‘re not going to see big slides; you‘re going to see small slides. Kind of like the 
slide handout version of the PowerPoint presentation. So you will get that in your mail. 
So think of one of these things you might try to show kids with multiple exposures and 
bring that back to the next meeting after the vacation.  
 
This common planning time meeting was more like a seminar on vocabulary instruction 
facilitated by the coach, who was definitely controlling the discourse of the meeting. She 
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continually connected teachers‘ talk about instruction in the classroom in a manner that implied 
that there was some teacher knowledge that aligned with the research (Schulman, 1986)—―I 
know that a lot of you have a specific routine that they‘re following every week pretty much . . . 
that they use to introduce the words.‖ Like seminar participants, the teachers anecdotally 
connected points from the PowerPoint to talk about what they were doing in their classrooms and 
were observing in students‘ reactions to the targeted vocabulary words in different contexts. 
Significantly, no one ever brought student work to the meetings to share specific examples of 
how students responded to the activities. This could be an avoidance strategy on all parts. The 
coach knew that some teachers had not been doing the lessons in their content area, so asking for 
samples might have been seen as a policing or mandating maneuver. The teachers also talked 
about specific students in their classes, but not explicitly about how the curriculum affected their 
instruction. The coach used an acquiescent or collegial maneuver when she asked teachers to 
―think about one of these things you might want to try out,‖ before they left the meeting. The 
expectations for engagement as members of a learning community remained minimal and almost 
voluntary. 
The coach is the person who is charged with being the locus of the team‘s power and 
energy and who rallies the players toward victory. This coach had not been able to meet with the 
teachers for 2 weeks because of the school district‘s winter break. Therefore, it was important for 
her to finish the PowerPoint presentation and start making connections to the next CCL cycle. It 
also seemed important for her to have examples of success from other teachers that might 
encourage changes in practice. The following vignette highlights the question of whether there 
can be a possible victory for anybody when the playing field is obstructed by changing players, 
limited resources, and new rules of engagement by opposing players and managers.  
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Vignette #3: Reading Our Discourse 
Background 
As part of the research process for this study, the researcher shared a vignette of the 
common planning time at meetings with participants to get additional responses or perspectives 
from them about their involvement and negotiation in the meeting. It was important for the 
researcher to restate her goals and to reassure them that the comments during the meetings and 
the interviews would be kept confidential.  
Reflecting  
The third and final meeting occurred on February 25, 2009, 2 weeks after the second 
meeting. After reading the transcript from the second meeting, the coach and the teachers shared 
their reflections on their struggles with the program and the process. What emerged was a variety 
of perspectives that relate to instructional decision making and the work of the coach:  
Teacher 1: I think that we all had the same struggle. What is teaching vocabulary? When 
I started teaching in 1971, it was always taught outside the context. The struggle is to get 
students to own the words (inaudible). . . . I think that is one of the things that the Word 
Generation may have been able to do. 
 
Teacher 7: I‘m beginning to see [it] in their writing. So I‘m beginning to think that the 
Word Generation is definitely a good program. I‘m hearing it in their conversation. They 
hear a word from a Word Generation and they say, ―Oh that was a Word Generation 
word.‖ The program to me was excellent, especially with the prompts that you‘re making 
them write. On their own, they wouldn‘t have done it, but because you make them do it. . 
. . The students I have are really trying. 
 
Coach: I struggle with having to get the conversation going . . . . And sometimes I feel 
like I say a lot . . . I do a lot of “okay” [emphasis added]. Time is always the constraint . . 
. . It‘s always the big factor. I‘ve always struggled with what are the questions you have 
to bring forth in the moment to get things going . . . . You don‘t want to say too much you 
don‘t want to say too little. 
 
Teacher 1‘s positive statements about the Word Generation curriculum reflected some 
awareness that things had changed in vocabulary instruction. Since her earliest statements about 
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the district‘s initiative—―These are middle schools, and we‘re a level above where we should be 
teaching [the students]. We need to go back to some of the basics because some of the basics are 
not all bad.‖ there was a very small shift in her sense of the efficacy of the curriculum‘s ability to 
help kids own their words.  
Although Teacher 7‘s comments about the curriculum were positive, they were anecdotal 
in nature with no real evidence from student work to support her opinion. It was not exactly clear 
what she was seeing in student work that made her feel that the Word Generation curriculum was 
working. Part of the curriculum required students to complete a persuasive writing prompt at the 
end of each week. Perhaps this was important to Teacher 7 because she felt the curriculum 
aligned with the district‘s focus on persuasive writing for this grade level, so this potentially 
helped her meet one of the district‘s expectations for writing.  
By contrast, the coach‘s response was more cathartic and self-reflective about the 
challenges of her work. She actually shifted the focus of the dialogue about Word Generation to 
her role as the coach. Her response also reinforced that time was a major factor and constraint for 
the work she needed to do to meet the district‘s goals. The coach also provided some insight into 
why she negotiated the ways that she did during common planning time. This discussion with the 
coach changed the focus of the meeting from what the students were doing to what the teachers 
and the coach were feeling about their work. Teacher 7 continued the dialogue by responding to 
the coach‘s comments: 
Teacher 7: It‘s not a negative thing. You‘re trying to accomplish something, and you 
have so much to do ,and the time is so limited . . . . You try to rush through. I don‘t see 
that as a negative.  
 
Teacher 2: I do see it as a negative. 
 




Teacher 2: There‘s a point where if you try to do so much you don‘t get anything done. I 
understand the time constraints, but I‘d rather come out with a little bit of information 
that I really know and I can really use as opposed to a lot of stuff that is valid 
information. I‘m more into the concrete. 
 
Coach: I‘m not really speaking to accomplishing anything. Getting other folks to talk, 
that‘s my struggle. I feel pressures to have other folks speak. So I feel like I say too much 
up front . . . . [I‘m] just trying to get other folks to speak. (Almost all of the teachers 
nodded in agreement with her.) 
 
Teacher 1: You‘re trying to engage [teachers] just as you try to engage your kids. 
 
Coach: But I think I say too much in trying to do that, and this is clear. 
 
Teacher 3: This is what I struggle with in my classroom too. 
 
Teacher 2: Don‘t worry about it. 
 
Coach: Thank you, I appreciate it. 
 
Teacher 2: It‘s really a dance, the kind of back and forth and the planning you‘re going 
to do; everybody needs to speak and you need to treat everybody like they have a voice 
and not disrespect people by cutting them off. . . . You do feel pressured a lot in these 
meetings. It would be nice to have more time, to relax more…finish a thought. 
 
Teacher 3: . . . before the kids start coming down the hallway. 
 
Teacher 7: We all do it. We all have that problem in the classroom. . . . It‘s called wait 
time . . . . We don‘t wait for them to process their thinking, and we rush to give them the 
answer. It‘s something we all needed to learn. It‘s not [just] for you. It‘s called wait time.  
 
As the meeting continued Teachers 5 and 7 articulated their understanding that the 
coach‘s job was similar to theirs when it came to issues of time. However, it was not clear as to 
whether Teachers 5 and 7‘s understanding had necessarily engendered their collaboration in 
implementing the curriculum. The teachers continued to talk about the meeting process and, for 
the first time during the study, they began to share their feelings about other external pressures 
that influenced their engagement in the meetings and their implementation of the curriculum. 
Teacher 2‘s analogy of the meeting process as a dance moving ―back and forth,‖ perhaps gave 
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insight into his and the other teachers‘ motives during these meetings. At that point, the 
researcher refocused the coach and the team on the transcript from their last meeting:  
Researcher: Reading through this transcript. . . . Is this a good snapshot of your 
meetings?  
 
Teacher 7: When we come in here, we have to switch off from that other stuff. We know 
it‘s Word Generation, and [we have to] focus on what we‘re doing. 
 
Teacher 1: We have so many team meetings. We‘re at the service of the parents and if 
the parents come . . . it‘s just a matter of us being in two places at once.  
 
Teacher 4: And that‘s always been what I would say is the culture of the schools. You 
have common planning time, you have cluster time, and…there’s no real sacredness to it 
[emphasis added]. So everything comes before it and you‘re flying by the seat of your 
pants. And you sit down for a couple of minutes and you want to participate and you find 
yourself, like everybody else, waiting for the kids to be coming back from gym . . . . So 
you can never really be relaxed.  
 
Teacher 3: And then with this year and everyone trying to figure out the job [emphasis 
added]. 
 
Teacher 4: There it is. 
 
Teacher 3: Our minds are in different places. 
 
Teacher 4: Finding work. 
 
Teacher 2: The [writing prompts] still have to be corrected. 
 
Teacher 7: But we still come. We still participate. We still put to work whatever we learn 
from you. We give it to the kids and we saw some type of progress, especially, with the 
Word Generation in the persuasive writing. It‘s one of the things that I was really 
impressed with. When it came to doing the persuasive writing [district prompt], our kids, 
our eighth graders were prepared. It was easy to introduce the steps, because they had 
that mind set of debate.  
 
Teacher 2: You know what I‘m more impressed with than that? I‘m more impressed that 
throughout the year this group has really been a good group to sit with and be with to 
share ideas, there‘s been like mutual respect. People are conscious of each other‘s 
opinions. Because I‘ve been at meetings before that can get very raucous and it can be 
disrespectful at times. But I think that this group throughout the year has been a pretty 
good group in terms of trying to work together and getting along and respecting each 




Teacher 8B: The Word Generation. I wished I could have used it more given my 
schedule. I have time constraints . . . and seeing kids once every third day, I wasn‘t able 
to get down and dirty with the Word Generation.  
 
Teacher 4: Transportation and mobility of the book was difficult. 
 
Teacher 2: Every week I had to copy the materials for the kids. . . . You got to have 
copies. 
 
Coach: One final comment: Shifting the gear about coming from one place to the next, 
[the common planning time] tends to be very coach driven. I think that there are places 
where I try to invite, but I think that folks feel overloaded with what they are trying to do 
outside of these meetings. I think that it‘s a little difficult sometimes. . . . I know that we 
had talked about questions and a couple of folks had brought them back…you get caught 
up in things. And so when you think about doing that collaborative piece. . . . I mean they 
had a parent show up this morning. They had an [individual education plan] meeting this 
morning. And I feel like—tell me if I‘m wrong—I feel lots of times it‘s like, ―Can you 
handle this so we can deal with the parent and go to the [individual education plan] 
meeting? And kind of bring it back together for us week by week so that we can remain 
focus. (The teachers were silent.) 
 
Researcher: Is there anything else that stands out for people?  
 
Teacher 2: I think that it‘s hard to get a format that would fit every meeting like this . . . 
professional development meetings, curriculum-based meeting[s]. . . . Personalities have 
like, a huge part of it. . . . No matter what you have in front of you, like this is the manual 
for it, and we‘re going to follow this. Forget it. It‘s not going to happen, because people 
are different. [They] react to each other differently. They react to the coach differently 
and vice versa.  
 
(The bell rang. The teachers started to collect their papers, and they got up from the table 
as Teacher 2 finished his statement.) 
 
Researcher: So what do you find most sustainable from these meetings. What do you 
take away? 
 
Teacher 3: (getting up from the table) Information that I don‘t know, that‘s what I take 
away.  
 
Teacher 2: (also getting up from the table.) Peer engagement.  
 





The review of the transcript seemed to provide the participants with an opportunity to talk 
about all of the immediate issues that influenced their work and in particular their response to the 
implementation of this curriculum. The coach‘s honest and very open response to reading her 
quotes from the previous meetings seemed to generate both empathy and criticism from the 
teachers. A memorable moment was when the teachers nodded in agreement behind her back 
when she stated that she talked ―too much‖ during the meetings. The teachers‘ empathetic and 
critical responses to the coach‘s dilemma suggest that they perceived the common planning 
meetings and her role as the coach to be as powerless as their roles as teachers to influence the 
larger, more pressing issues of job security.  
Teacher 2‘s response to the coach and to the idea of the common planning time provided 
some insight into why his discourse and actions often challenged the coach‘s power during the 
meetings: (―No matter what you have in front of you, like this is the manual for it, and we‘re 
going to follow this. Forget it. It‘s not going to happen, because people are different. They react 
to each other differently. They react to the coach differently and vice versa.‖) His perception 
may also address why some teachers did not comply with the coach‘s requests, like completing 
the survey on what students were learning. Teacher 3‘s response to the question about what is 
taken away from the meetings—―Information that I don‘t know, that‘s what I take away.‖— also 
spoke to the difficulty of long-term planning when teachers are focused on more immediate 
personal and professional concerns.  
Final Analysis 
This study is about coaching, school reform, and change. The interviews and vignettes 
revealed how the complexity of change and the day-to-day dynamics of human relationships 
were interwoven and helped to shape the context of change at this particular site. This context 
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played significant roles in how individuals engaged in this process. This case study explores how 
such political and cultural factors influence the context of the literacy coach‘s work in reform. It 
also explains who can be key players in the reform initiative if the playing field is not under their 
control.  
In this playing field there were multiple layers of power that had already set a tone for 
change in the district, at this particular school, and among the teachers before the coach was 
assigned. For example, this particular school was identified by the state as an underperforming 
school at the state level and as a Superintendant School at the district level. The later 
identification meant that the Superintendant identified this school as not meeting the district‘s 
expectations and was subject to a much more rigorous and high accountability plan than other 
schools in the district. As a result of this designation, all staff members were subject to increased 
scrutiny; therefore, they had limited power to make curricular decisions, unless they related to 
the superintendants‘ goals for the school. The district also decided to control the timeline of 
change because the school was scheduled to close at the end of the year. At the center of the 
multiple levels of political agendas for change was mandated common planning time.  
Keeping the context of the political playing field in mind, the idea of the coach as a key 
player in school reform suggests the significance in his or her ability to bring the other players 
(teachers and administrators) together as a high-performing team. As a key player, a coach has to 
identify the individual strengths and weaknesses of team members and use this information about 
each member to develop a strategic plan that would enhance the individual and therefore the 
team‘s performance level. A key player implies some level of control. This can be difficult if the 
other players are focused on their own personal and professional goals and not necessarily that of 
the group. As stated earlier, the coach is at the center of major political themes in the areas of 
120 
 
struggle (e.g., time, autonomy, and trust). In what Robert Evans (1996) called an ―interactive 
loop of mutual influences‖ (p.10), tensions around these issues guided much of the actions of the 
coach and the teachers within the study.  
The three questions that guided this study focus on what influences the strategic 
interactions teachers and a literacy coach within a change process and how these power 
relationships influence the work of the literacy coach. The following section presents the analysis 
of the data in response to those questions. It is also important to consider how the political 
interactions influenced students‘ academic outcomes.  
Research Questions 
How Do Coaches and Teachers Use Micropolitical Strategies to Negotiate Personal 
Epistemologies and Educational Philosophies in the Context of School Reform?  
The range of strategies that were represented in the coach‘s and teachers‘ discourse in 
interviews and common planning time illuminated the complexity of human response to the 
political tensions created by the reform initiatives and the district‘s perceived lack of trust that 
the school would succeed. The interview with the coach, the meeting agendas, and the 
descriptions of the common planning time meetings indicate that the coach and teachers used 
various micropolitical strategies not only to negotiate epistemologies and philosophies but also to 
manipulate and control the power relations among members of the group. This does not imply 
that there are heroes and villains to be identified. However, the study suggests that the existing 
contexts may unintentionally promote such competition over resources and control.  
Beginning with the political context of change, the interviews with the coach and the 
teachers revealed an awareness of tensions that was related to the loss of instructional autonomy 
and time. In response to these expressed concerns, the data showed that the coach utilized 
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different micropolitical strategies to encourage coalition and trust building between her and the 
teachers. Given the position of the coach as a key player, these strategies could be perceived as 
being manipulative or controlling in that the coach was aware that it was important to engage the 
teachers in the process of implementing the Word Generation curriculum when tensions were 
high about the school‘s imminent closing. The coach‘s support of the teachers‘ revisions of 
meeting norms symbolized some level of shared governance of the meeting time, though these 
norms were not outside of the normal expectations of interaction during a meeting. In some 
ways, this act of shared governance had little impact on the discussion about instructional 
ideology about vocabulary instruction. Along these lines, the coach established a tightly 
structured agenda that restricted meeting topics and discussion time. It can be inferred by the 
agenda that teachers would have been able to influence the topics or agenda of the meeting.  
The evidence from the vignettes also showed the coach‘s use of certain discursive 
approaches for coalition building and control. She often referred to herself as part of the 
membership when she used ―we‖ to explain an assigned task or history of what had been 
completed in the curriculum (―What we will do.‖ ―What we will think.‖ ―What we should think 
about.‖). To move the district‘s initiative for literacy forward, the coach had to maintain control 
of the agenda. 
Throughout the vignettes, the coach‘s use of ―okay‖ as a side-coaching-like strategy 
signified her affirmation or her attempt to navigate the momentum of the discussion in a 
particular direction. Throughout the observations, the coach took on the role of colleague, 
facilitator, instructional leader, and self-described ―advocate‖ to engage the teachers in the 
district‘s work. As revealed in the last vignette, all of these roles and strategies were influenced 
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by the tensions that had been created because of the school‘s closing and because of the intense 
use of teacher time to implement the curriculum. 
Teachers had also used micropolitical strategies to assert their control of the time and 
content during the common planning time meetings. For example, during the common planning 
time meetings, Teachers 1 and 2, who were very vocal, often redirected the focus of the meeting 
from the coach‘s agenda to suit their own professional or personal interests. As the teachers 
shared their ideologies about instruction, they also slowed the momentum of the coach‘s agenda 
and limited their accountability for the SMART goals for that cycle. 
Political strategies were also used by teachers outside of common planning time meetings 
to control what happened with their time. It was clearly an example of establishing political 
control when the teachers, as part of their union, went to the school‘s Instructional Leadership 
Team and requested that the 45-minute common planning time meetings that they agreed upon 
with the coach be reduced to 35 minutes. Another example of teachers‘ attempt to control 
information was their resistance to full implementation. Both of these moves in some way signal 
the need to show ownership of the process.  
 
How Do Such Negotiations and Interactions Impact Instructional Decision Making? 
In response to the second question there are two levels of evidence. First, teachers‘ 
interviews revealed how they felt they must find a way to teach what their students needed in 
spite of the district‘s expectations for implementation of the Word Generation curriculum. In the 
second vignette there was anecdotal evidence that when the teachers observed changes in their 
students‘ attitudes or behaviors toward vocabulary, they had a stronger belief that the Word 
Generation curriculum might have had some validity in engaging some students. However, there 
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was also evidence from the coach‘s interview and from the second vignette that some of the 
teachers had not followed the sequence of lessons in the Word Generation curriculum. This 
discussion emerged from four out of the seven teachers who had regularly attended the meetings. 
The teachers who were pulled out of the meetings or who did not meet daily with students did 
not share any anecdotal evidence. In fact, two of the teachers expressed concerns about limited 
time for meeting with students and the lack of student copies of the Word Generation curriculum 
as reasons for their lack of implementation. 
Time was also an issue for planning and implementing the Word Generation curriculum. 
Tension was created by the lack of time for teachers who participated in the study to meet with 
teachers who did not participate in the study. Restricted time limited the opportunity for real 
collaboration among teachers to connect the curriculum to what they perceived were the needs of 
their students. This was clear in Teacher 6‘s earlier comment, ―There is no real common 
planning time.‖ Although most teachers‘ comments suggest that they had attempted some 
implementation of the curriculum, it was difficult to determine if there was enough time for the 
implementation to change their beliefs about instruction. In addition to the lack of evidence 
related to changing teachers‘ beliefs was the fact that there was no student work materials 
brought to the meeting, which would have raised the level of accountability for members of that 
professional learning community. Fully sharing evidence of how the curriculum was 
implemented in their classrooms would been a significant demonstration of trust among the 
members of the team, including the coach. 
The focus on negotiating political agendas seemed to influence the way students were 
included in the discussion of change. For example, during the second vignette on setting a 
benchmark to measure student progress, there was awareness that the end of the term and the 
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CCL cycle were 2 weeks away. In response to this limited time, the team decided on a 
percentage of words students would be able to know as an instructional benchmark. This 
benchmark was based on anecdotal information about what students could do and not on any 
data that showed students‘ actual performance levels. In another example, the tension related to 
the loss of autonomy over instructional time led some teachers not to teach the targeted words 
within their content area, which was a critical goal of the curriculum. In general, student work 
was never part of the meeting, so decisions were made based on teachers‘ unchallenged 
perceptions of what students were capable of doing. As a result, students‘ voices were 
represented only in what a few teachers shared from surveys, not from samples of students‘ 
actual responses to the activities. This limited voice and representation often puts students at the 
very bottom of the political hierarchy with no decision-making power in school reform.  
How Do Such Negotiations Impact School Culture? 
The data revealed that the negotiations were definitely impacted by the culture of the 
school that resulted from the state and district‘s designation of the school as ―underperforming.‖ 
The coach‘s statements during the interview introduced the idea that this reform existed within 
what she called ―an air of tension.‖ There was also evidence of contrasting ideologies that 
created layers of personal and professional tensions within the group and between the teachers 
and the administration. One example of the ideological tension among teachers was with those 
who followed the curriculum and those who did not. The teachers who were implementing the 
curriculum brought their concerns to the coach, who then had to respond to the issues without 
creating further tension. The coach controlled the flow of information by creating a tightly 
structured agenda and attempting to work collegially with teachers outside of common planning 
125 
 
time meetings to mediate the ideological conflict between the teachers‘ beliefs and the district‘s 
goals.  
The issue of time also emerged for teachers when they talked about how many meetings 
they had to attend in addition to the common planning time meetings for the Word Generation 
curriculum. Because the study participants were special education teachers, many of them had to 
attend meetings with parents related to their students‘ individual education plans (IEPs). There 
was evidence in an e-mail that one of the common planning time meetings was cancelled 
because teachers were required to attend an IEP meeting. This was also mentioned in the last 
vignette. IEP meetings often occurred during this designated common planning time. As Teacher 
6 noted in his interview, there was very little time for the teachers to meet and talk about their 
concerns regarding students. 
During the third vignette, the coach and the teachers‘ reflections on the transcript led to 
honest admissions about what was useful and what was difficult about the meeting times. It 
became clear how different curricular and district initiatives had impacted teachers and the coach 
throughout the year. The issue of jobs was brought up when the teachers began to talk honestly 
as members of a community that was coming to an end (e.g., ―You never really relax, and this 
year, trying to figure out the job.‖).  
As a theoretical framework for analyzing the data, CDA encouraged consideration of 
how the political context and issues of power influenced the discourse among individuals in this 
group. Throughout the vignettes certain teachers used their discourse to maintain their status and 
to reinforce the school community‘s beliefs about what their students needed and were able to 
achieve. There were also those teachers who remained silent for most of the meetings. Those 
silent teachers may have been uncomfortable with the researcher, quietly compliant with the 
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attendance requirement only, or they may have used their silence to protest the mandated 
meetings. One of the teachers noted that her silence was often due to the fact that teachers have 
to ―switch all of that other stuff off‖ when they come to the meetings. It is interesting that the 
process of reading the discourse of their meeting seemed to encourage a dialogue between the 
coach and the teachers about time and autonomy that was underneath every interaction they had 
in these meetings (e.g., holding the floor, avoiding confrontation, remaining silent, and 
redirecting the agenda).  
Sustainability of the curriculum will be difficult if not impossible. The closing of this 
school will limit the opportunities for teachers to integrate the instructional practices of the 
curriculum into their classrooms. In the following school year, the teachers and the coach will be 
dispersed to different schools within the district and therefore situated in different cultural and 
political contexts. In addition, the students will be moved to different schools and may not 
receive similar support to improve their vocabulary instruction. At the end of the reflective 
meeting, Teacher 4 added that she chose to take from the meetings what she felt she could 
actually use in her teaching. Her comment reinforces how teachers‘ beliefs and political context 
influence their interactions within school reform.  
 
Conclusions 
Summarily, the findings show that the coach had to use a range of motivational, 
manipulative, and self-sustaining strategies to contend with the micropolitical tensions related to 
the school‘s political struggles and culture. These strategies emerged in this study to motivate 
teachers through shared governance activities, trust building, information sharing, and resources. 
Many of these strategies can be perceived as manipulative because of the intentional nature to 
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engage the teachers and encourage compliance. The coach also used self-sustaining strategies 
like establishing mentoring relationships with other teachers in the school and notably avoiding 
explicit expectations (e.g., evidence of student work from the curriculum) that might have placed 
her in the role of administrator rather than coach. This last action speaks to the coach‘s 
perception of herself as a key player and her dependence on the support of the other players. If 
the players were viewed as her support, she had to maintain a collegial and equal power 
relationship.  
Again, the data implies that the coach is but one of many key players in the reform 
process and at times may be the most powerless player. A coach must balance how the political 
agendas of administrators and teachers inform the work of coaching. If the administrative agenda 
dominates the work of the coach, it will be difficult for the coach to prioritize the needs of the 
teachers who are the center of the change process. By contract, if the coach is too sympathetic to 
the needs of the teachers, the administration‘s agenda may be diminished to meet the needs of 
the teachers. For example, the presence of established benchmarks that require teachers to bring 
evidence of student work to inform their decision making is a sign of a community that holds its 
members accountable. The lack of such expectations sends a message that the coach is not 
willing to hold the teachers accountable for the work. This lack of accountability affects how 
teachers will integrate any school-wide change into their classrooms. Ultimately, if the rules, 
routines, and resources of the playing field are not aligned with the work of the key player, 
academic change in teachers‘ practice and students‘ performance will be unpredictable and very 





Key Players on an Ever-Changing Playing Field  
Literacy coaches have emerged as key players in national reform efforts, especially in the 
field of literacy. This study maintains that many research-based innovations in school reform, 
such as coaching, do not necessarily equal substantial educational change because they tend to 
ignore the human dynamics that influence how change will occur in a school. This study is 
aligned with those theories that argue against the predictable progression of change in many 
research-based school reform models. These theories would suggest that closer examination must 
be paid to school culture and leadership styles as substantial influences on the willingness of a 
school community to integrate innovative changes in teaching and learning.  
The Coach as the Key Player 
The coach‘s role as a key player in reform has adapted to the intensified political 
pressures to improve student performance by improving teachers‘ instructional practices. In 
general, the coach‘s roles have included consultant, instructional leader, facilitator, colleague, 
resource provider, and advocate or mediator, depending on the culture of the building, the 
immediate needs of the teachers, and the political relationships among staff. Within this context, 
there are examples of micropolitical strategies such as information control, coalition building, 
empowerment, trust building, political exchange, and avoidance that become evident in the 
interactions between coaches and teachers.  
The Playing Field and Micropolitical Strategies 
The metaphor of the playing field signifies the focus on the public, often competitive, and 
political nature of reform. Like all competitive and political endeavors, there are key players who 
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must strategically maneuver and manipulate team members to shape an effective effort to meet 
the public expectation of success. Micropolitical theory illuminates the complexity of such 
human and power relationships, and, in this case, it illuminates how these relationships are 
continually enacted among the teachers, the coach, and the administrators on a political playing 
field (Blase & Anderson, 1996; Evans, 1996). In this case study, the control of the playing field 
and the role of the key players were continually influenced by the district‘s initiatives, by the 
explicit expectation of a Superintendent School to show accelerated improvement in student 
performance on the state test, and by the decision to close the school. This politically charged 
context influenced the intense nature of the discourse that surrounded participants‘ interaction in 
common planning time.  
The work of the coach as a reform innovation remains central to this study. The research 
questions focused on the negotiation of micropolitical strategies by teachers and coaches, the 
influence of school culture on such negotiations, and the impact such strategies have on 
instructional decision making. The analysis of the data that was collected during this study 
showed that micropolitical tensions had substantial influence on the work of the coach and the 
possibilities of school reform. The discussion of the implications will be guided by the following 
questions that also emerged from the study:  
 How do micropolitical tensions shape the work of the coach? 
 How do the constraints of time shape the outcome of a reform innovation? 
 How does the study of coach and teacher discourse provide some insight into the 
work of the coach and the dynamics of school reform?  
In response to these tensions between teachers and administrations, certain micropolitical 
strategies such as information control, coalition building, trust building, power exchange, 
130 
 
ideological exchange, and avoidance emerged in the study of a 6-week coaching cycle. These 
strategies were often enacted by the coach and the teachers to gain control of time and some 
level of autonomy within the common planning time and in their classrooms. The fact that the 
district was closing the school at the end of the school year also added to the tensions in the 
school and therefore the tensions that resulted from the mandated use of common planning time.  
The first two questions suggest that micropolitical tensions may influence how coaches as 
key players in school reform utilize political strategies to respond to certain tensions and how 
they prioritize their work to achieve expected outcomes. The case study revealed that the coach 
was often caught in the middle of the micropolitical battles between teachers, school-based 
administration, and district administration. Although these tensions are not new to the research 
on teacher change and school reform, they do have major implications for the research on 
coaching and coaches as major innovations of school reform to support teacher change. 
Therefore, if schools are politically situated organizations, then coaching is contextualized by 
those political relationships that are representative of both supportive and conflictive factors that 
influence the progression and predictability of outcomes of a reform initiative such as the 
implementation of a new curriculum. Again, how individuals negotiate their ideas and goals 
within this political context is at the core of this study. 
The third question also speaks to how individuals negotiate their ideas and goals by 
exploring how context influences individual identities and how those identities influence the 
power and purpose of different discourse. This study suggests that the critical analysis of the 
discourse among individuals during mandated common planning time meetings provided insight 




Coaching and Micropolitical Tensions 
Figure 6 represents a summary of the political influences outlined in this study that 
shaped the work of the literacy coach and often created obstacles to sustainable change. Figure 6 
also attempts to make visible the complex playing field that a coach must continually negotiate 
in order bring about change.  
As a result of the various political tensions, the coach, as the key player in this study, had 
to balance the work of supporting the implementation of the new curriculum with various roles 
and strategic maneuvers to ease the layers of tensions between the administrators and the 
teachers. Figure 6 notes the political pressures of the district discourse on school administrators 
(e.g., SMART goals, underperforming school, CCL cycle, and Superintendent School), which 
influenced their interactions with teachers and often created political tensions that influenced the 
work of the coach. Sustainable change is placed almost as an outlier of Figure 6 because the web 
of administrative and political  
 
 
Figure 6. The various levels of political tensions created by the school reform 




tensions makes it difficult to predict what will be sustainable at the end of the 2008-2009 school 
year. In this case study, close attention was paid to the teachers‘ discourse and the micropolitical 
strategies they used to respond to different political tensions. There is substantial research on 
organizational leadership that shows how administrative beliefs, 
power relationships with staff, and the use of micropolitical strategies to control or manipulate 
staff can also dominate areas of political negotiations that influence sustainable change. The 
issues that emerged in the study suggest some administrative influence in terms of the perception 
of support, or lack of support, for the coach. 
Time was a major issue for all participants in this study and clearly contributed to the 
political tensions and the expressed concerns of the coach and the teachers about autonomy and 
trust. As the key player, the coach had to maintain trust because she was aware that teachers‘ 
lack of trust in the district had engendered a more balkanized than collaborative culture among 
the teachers. The coach was aware that the teachers were often forming coalitions to protect 
themselves against the onset of so much change, rather than working collaboratively to support 
the process of implementing the curriculum (Blase & Anderson, 1997).  
Trust also emerged as an issue within this study. The literature on trust between teachers 
and administrators maintains that when teachers feel unprotected or marginalized, they will 
demonstrate different levels of resistance or compliance to a mandated reform (Bryk & 
Schneider, 2002). In particular, the interviews revealed the level of mistrust felt by the teachers 
toward the curricular changes that were made by the administration without their knowledge. 
Teacher 6 noted the idea of ―keeping everyone from stealing,‖ which reflected a need for 
protecting what is valued. Teacher 6‘s statement may also speak to the competitive nature of 
133 
 
reform and the mistrust that can emerge when individuals feel they are not part of the decision-
making process.  
In an early study on teacher empowerment and trust, Kirby and Colbert (1994) 
documented teachers‘ concerns about administrative trust in teachers‘ ability to make decisions 
about students and curriculum. In this case study, teachers‘ perception of not being trusted by the 
administration ultimately engendered their lack of trust in the administration to treat them fairly 
and include them in the reform process that brought structural changes to the school. This 
perception of mistrust can result in negative strategies that include avoidance, compliance, and 
passive-aggressive behaviors. 
The issue of ownership emerged in the interviews with the two teachers who discussed 
their lack of trust and their contrasting ideologies with the district‘s expressed view of effective 
vocabulary instruction for their students. Teachers noted that they had concerns that they were 
not teaching what their students needed. There was also a sense that decisions had been made 
about the current curricular innovation and the changes in the existing programs without teacher 
input. In this case, the power relationship between teachers and administrators was perceived by 
the teachers to be top-down and authoritative and showed a lack of trust in the teachers‘ ability to 
make decisions about instruction.  
A coach cannot be the key player without the team‘s trust and collaboration. Without 
teachers‘ trust in the coach and the administration, it is unlikely that there will be a collaborative 
teacher effort to support a new reform innovation like a curriculum. At different points in the 
study, issues of trust and other tensions did manifest themselves in certain power plays by the 
teachers. There was also evidence that the teachers worked together (coalition building) to make 
a political maneuver of their own by negotiating a change in the amount of time used for 
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common planning time meetings through the Instructional Leadership Team. This was a political 
move to take back some of the power from the administration and the coach who had, ironically 
and possibly unbeknownst to the teachers, also advocated for a reduction in the amount of time 
teachers had to meet. The coach‘s actions also illustrated her awareness of the importance of 
attending to this issue in order to engage the teachers. The teachers‘ maneuver suggested that 
they wanted to establish some level of control beyond what was acquired through the coach. 
They exerted themselves as key players in this process, and, as a result, the coach had to rethink 
her strategies to maintain the implementation of the curriculum. 
The teacher interviews suggest that the teachers‘ perception of being marginalized from 
the decision-making process resulted in protective strategies in response to their need to hold on 
to or regain some control. This was documented not only by some teachers‘ resistance to 
implementing the curriculum with fidelity, but also by different teachers‘ discourse during the 
common planning time. For example, in response to the coach‘s direct questions about 
instruction or assessment, two of the most verbal teachers during the common planning time 
meeting often interjected personal narratives about kids, rather than talking explicitly about what 
strategies they were using in the class or how they were measuring students‘ success. This type 
of response often slowed or changed the direction of the coach‘s agenda of the meeting. Whether 
these actions were premeditated or reactive to the various tensions in the school, they definitely 
affected the discourse decisions of the coach during the meeting. 
Another example of more passive-aggressive strategies was exhibited by a teacher who 
got up during the meeting and got coffee and pastries while other teachers were reading an article 
for discussion. This teacher later engaged in the discussion but not the reading that was assigned 
by the coach. His behavior was not overtly resistant to the norms of the group, but it challenged 
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the immediate expectation of the coach. This was also the teacher who stated that the use of 
common planning time to change instruction was too limiting for such a diverse group.  
Trust, ownership, and control of time often emerged as concerns of the coach in this 
study. For example, in the coach‘s interview, she commented on what appeared to be her 
frustration with not being a part of the school‘s accelerated education plan and not being 
completely aware of the districts‘ larger plan for her work as a coach. During her interview, the 
coach alluded to her concerns when she said, ―I‘m not really sure what their K-12 literacy plan is 
and how they plan to roll that out over the next couple of years. I‘m not very clear.‖ The coach‘s 
comments illustrate how change is contextualized not only in the school but in the political 
context and culture of the district.  
The coach‘s comments are not unlike those of a middle manager who is left out of the 
decision making of a process he or she must implement, which would be contrary to the role of a 
key player who needs to have some control of the playing field and who must be decisive in 
selecting strategies that will bring a team together. The coach‘s perception also alludes to the 
duplicity of a coach‘s outsider and insider relationship with the school community. The coach 
was a district consultant who needed to be a driving force of the district‘s initiative and therefore 
who needed access to the information that helped to guide her plans for the teachers. In this case, 
the coach position was assigned to the same bargaining unit as the teachers, and therefore the 
coach could not have been perceived by the teachers as a supervisor, but as a supportive resource 
for their professional goals and interests. If there is division between the administration and the 
teachers, the perception of the coach‘s alliance could result in the coach being left without 
administrative or teacher support and impede the coach‘s ability to be a key player in the change 
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process. Hence, the coach‘s comments raise an important question: How do coaches sustain their 
political neutrality and their sense of self-efficacy?  
The coach‘s efforts also revealed how she attended to what Allen‘s (2008) research on 
coaching refers to as the levels of tensions in school change. Her interviews revealed how she 
worked as an insider to build teachers‘ trust in the idea that she was working to support them. At 
the same time, she had to maintain the trust of the administration that she was doing her job 
effectively. To do this, she had to work at the individual level of need by providing teachers with 
resources and support and at the organization level of expectation for long-term implementation. 
According to Allen (2008), a coach has to be able to work with many, while paying 
attention to the needs of the individual. Much of the coach‘s interview revealed that she paid 
attention to what she thought were the immediate needs of the teachers, like reducing the amount 
of time the administration had required them to meet and providing them with immediate 
resources. In general, there was evidence in the interviews that the coach played the role of 
advocate, consultant, and resource provider to address what she thought were certain individual 
needs of teachers. She also utilized the roles of instructional leader, meeting facilitator, and 
curriculum consultant to address the broader goals of the curriculum and the administration. For 
example, as instructional leader and consultant, the coach organized a minicourse on research-
based vocabulary instruction; as a resource provider, she provided teachers with requested or 
additional curricular resources; and, as a model of change, she demonstrated lessons and 
supported teachers in the planning process. More observation might have revealed more roles 
and strategies. 
In many ways micropolitical theory of political struggles among individuals in a school 
makes it necessary to reconsider how educational coaching intersects with the literature on 
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school reform, teacher change, adult learning, and professional development that puts teachers 
and their work at the center of the change process (Hargreaves & Fullan, 1998; McLaughlin & 
Talbert, 2001). All of these fields focus on the importance of the teacher in the change process. 
Research in all of these fields supports the idea that professional development needs to be school 
based, ongoing, and relevant to teachers‘ work in order to be effective. What effective means 
within the different cultural and political contexts of reform still needs to be explored. The work 
of coaching as a reform innovation that is a synthesis of research on teacher change and 
professional development will also require more study. 
Time: A Resource and Constraint of Reform 
How Do the Constraints of Time Shape the Outcome of a Reform Innovation? 
Time emerged as a political factor, a constraint, and resource for negotiation in almost 
every level of data (e.g., interviews, agenda, vignettes, and e-mail). The literature on school 
reform and teacher change also maintains that time is often a controversial topic and political 
resource within school reform efforts (Cambone, 1994; Hargreaves, 1994). Hence, it is not 
surprising that this study‘s focus on common planning time unearthed several layers of 
controversy over the ownership and constraints of time, which often made the playing field a 
political obstacle course. Loss of control over time, loss of instructional time, and the fact that 
the school was running out of time (i.e., closing) were sources of great tension among teachers, 
who also became players in the political game. The following sections will discuss how these 
tensions influenced the outcome of the reform effort and the work of the coach in this study. 
Loss of Control  
In most schools, there is an established schedule for when students are in class, when 
teachers meet, and when teachers have free time to plan or do other things they deem important. 
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In this study, the new curriculum added additional requirements for the same amount of time that 
was used for the established schedules and routines. Consequently, the teachers‘ usual tasks (e.g., 
IEP review, content requirement, grading papers, meeting with parents, and copying materials) 
had to be completed with less time.  
At the most obvious level of tension was the issue of how teachers‘ use of common 
planning time was being controlled by the district‘s implementation of the Word Generation 
curriculum to support effective vocabulary instruction. In this case, teachers‘ loss of control over 
time in general created a great deal of tension and feelings of being marginalized from the 
decision-making process of their school and classroom. This issue was referenced by two 
teachers when they talked about common planning time becoming part of the district‘s reform 
initiative and no longer the time for special education teachers to share what they believed to be 
important information about students with other special education teachers. During the study, 
teachers also voiced concern that even the time they were designated to meet was not sacred and 
was often used by the administration for other priorities. These teachers expressed their concerns 
in the group interview about their time being determined by administrative need. For example, 
during the study, teachers were often pulled out of the common planning time meeting for IEP 
meetings for special education students, parent meetings, or leadership team meetings. Their 
frustration was by the fact that the curriculum changed the discourse and use of time in their 
classrooms. This issue resulted in varying levels of teacher resistance to any type of consistent 
implementation of the curriculum. Teachers noted that even the organizational structure of the 
school often prevented them from sharing the information they thought was needed to help their 
students. The most obvious manifestation of this issue was when the teachers argued to reduce 
common planning time meetings by 10 minutes (from 45 minutes to 35 minutes). 
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In response to the teachers‘ loss of control over common planning time, the coach often 
used coalition building, empowering, and trust building strategies to engage teachers in the 
process of implementation. One of the strategies the coach used in response to the constraint of 
time appeared to be her tightly structured agenda with specific time dedicated to a topic and the 
written expectation that different members of the group would lead the discussion. This could 
also be perceived as an empowering strategy that the coach utilized to ease tensions around the 
use of time and autonomy. The use of these strategies also gave the coach some control over the 
discussions that would take place during the common planning time. These strategies were also a 
strategic way to quantify the coach‘s use of time and her implementation process for the 
administration. This was an important part of the coach‘s job because of the school‘s designation 
as an underperforming school in the state and a Superintendent School, which required 
accelerated improvement of students‘ performance on MCAS (the state‘s standardized test). 
Ultimately, the overt struggle for time consumed much of the coach‘s efforts and 
influenced her organization of the meetings. The agenda demonstrated one of the coach‘s efforts 
to organize and structure the group interaction during common planning time meetings. The 
interview with the coach also revealed how much effort she devoted to negotiating the amount of 
time teachers had to meet to support the implementation of the curriculum. There was also 
evidence that the coach cancelled actual meeting time to allow teachers to read her assigned 
articles for text-based discussions. Ironically, the coach also referenced how the teachers had 
politicized their efforts by working through the Instructional Leadership Team and their union to 
get the amount of common planning time meeting reduced by 10 minutes. This was significant 
because the teachers chose not to collaborate with the coach but to utilize the administration and 
the leadership team. In other words, the teachers chose to go to those who had more power than 
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the coach. Again, the teachers were willing to reduce the amount of time they spent on the 
curricular discussion in favor of gaining more autonomy over their meeting time. This suggests a 
limited commitment to the implementation of the Word Generation curriculum and a very 
tenuous relationship with the coach in terms of how much they trusted her motives to support 
their needs. 
During the interviews, the coach also expressed her concerns about having to follow 
different district expectations with little or no input into the long-term planning of the school. 
She also discussed how some teachers had decided not to do the curriculum as part of their 
instructional time. The teachers also admitted this during the common planning time meeting. 
Whether the teachers‘ decision was simple resistance to change, lack of ownership of the 
innovation, or lack of trust in the administration about what their students needed, the result was 
the same. Most likely the teachers‘ lack of ownership and trust resulted in the implementation of 
the curriculum being impeded and the coach having to be strategic in maneuvering teachers back 
on track without raising the level of the resistance. 
Loss of Instructional Time 
Instructional and organizational decision making are part of the cultural foundations of a 
school community. When the school community loses autonomy over the process as part of an 
external reform, the community may become balkanized and resistant to anyone who promotes 
change. The Word Generation curriculum required teachers to use the first 15 minutes of the 
class to teach the curriculum (i.e., specific words with specific content activities) 1 day per week. 
For some teachers who felt their routines for the beginning of class served an important personal 
or content-specific purpose, this 15-minute requirement established an external priority and 
power over their teaching. Both of the interviewed teachers shared their apprehensions about 
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teaching less or not teaching what they felt their students needed to be successful (e.g., basic 
skills instead of persuasive writing). 
The context of the coach‘s work is at the center of intense political struggle. In the case 
study, the coach played the role of mediator, advocate, facilitator, and instructional leader to 
respond to the layers of tensions and to support the long-term goals of the district and school 
reform initiative. The coach‘s statements suggest her own sense of loss of control over the 
process of change determined by the district because of the changing administration (e.g., a new 
superintendent, a new organizational structure and supervision model for coaches, and new 
initiatives). The district had a new superintendant and central office staff. Like principals, 
literacy coaches have a job description that details what they must accomplish, though not 
necessarily how they will accomplish these goals beyond the structural expectations of their time 
in classroom and in meetings. As the school changed, so did the coach‘s role. Her strategies were 
used to document outcomes for the principals and teachers in a way that addressed all levels of 
tensions within the school. The coach also attempted to provide a sense of ownership within a 
mandated common planning time through comfortable collaborative activities like the revision of 
the existing norms for the meeting and an agenda that attempted to articulate the teachers‘ input 
on topics. 
The use of micropolitical strategies to maintain control of their instructional time was 
evidenced in teachers‘ resistance to teaching the targeted words and their insistence on ignoring 
the expectation of the particular lesson for their content. The latter took more time from the 
content curriculum and led to arguments that the Word Generation curriculum was interfering 
with what the teachers had to cover to meet their content standards. This was also justification 
for why the curriculum was impossible to complete and also meant that the coach has to regain 
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some control over the implementation process to meet the expectations of the curriculum and 
maintain a team engagement. Her efforts were shown in the second vignette when she attempted 
to enlist the teachers in wrapping up the process through establishing percentages of how many 
words students would know after 10 of the 18 lessons. Although this was shared decision 
making, it was a low-level expectation that engaged teachers in a process that was unrelated to 
changes in instructional practice or students‘ ability to internalize new strategies for learning new 
words.  
Perhaps the coach‘s response in the second vignette was also related to the fact that she 
perceived the Instructional Leadership Team‘s vote to shift the focus of the cycle to work on 
strategies for Accountable Talk rather than the Word Generation vocabulary activities as a 
political maneuver by teachers to regain some power over their instructional time. The teachers‘ 
efforts also suggested a lack of trust or willingness to support the coach‘s work with the Word 
Generation curriculum. This resulted in the coach‘s having to wrap up the cycle on Word 
Generation before the end of the term, at the point when teachers had only completed 10 of the 
18 lessons. Although it was possible that the curriculum would continue for some teachers, 
monitoring the lesson implementation would not be the focus of the common planning time 
meetings. This would limit the possibility of a consistent implementation process across all 
content areas. It also limited the possibility of authentic dialogue about how the curriculum 
aligned with teachers‘ beliefs about their students‘ ability to learn new concepts. 
Running out of Time 
At the deepest and most human level, time was running out for the teachers‘ jobs and 
their school. As stated, the school was scheduled to close at the end of the 2008-2009 school 
year. This meant that the teachers‘ relationships with their peers and students would end in June. 
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Teachers most likely would either be placed at other schools or find themselves out of a job, 
depending on their certification and seniority. The emotional stress that teachers carried during 
the year was articulated in the last meeting with the teachers when they reviewed the transcript of 
a meeting. Time was running out on this team as a functioning organization and therefore their 
motivation to adapt their practice and accept changes was truly influenced by each teacher‘s 
emotional response to the closing and how they would prioritize what time they had left at that 
particular school.  
The coach‘s actions also showed the impact of running out of time. Most significantly, 
the coach responded to the tightening of time by adopting a low-risk expectation for collecting 
data on students‘ performance (e.g., percentages) to achieve the SMART goals for that meeting 
cycle. The second vignette showed that the teachers focused entirely on outcomes that they 
would use to judge how many words the students knew, without any discussion of how students 
learn vocabulary. Teachers were also not encouraged to bring student work to justify their 
discussion of what students should know. The presence of student work would have raised the 
level of accountability for the teachers in meeting their goals for the cycle, which included the 
integration of effective vocabulary strategies into their minilessons. There was no evidence that 
teachers brought student work to the meetings that were observed in this cycle.  
The coach expressed her concern for how much she had to accomplish with such a short 
amount of time. This pressure to accomplish the goal within such a short time also influenced her 
interactions with teachers during the meeting. During the last meeting, the coach talked about 
how difficult it was at times to decide how much she should have talked and how much the 
teachers should have talked if she felt their talking was moving the group away from the agenda. 
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Hence, her goals to establish more ownership was at times overshadowed by her need to make 
sure they finished the curriculum and collected data on the students by the end of the cycle.  
The constraint of time was also in terms of how limited the time would have been for 
teachers to have ongoing practice and feedback because the school was scheduled to close at the 
end of the school year. The teachers would not have been able to study long-term sustainability 
of the impact on students because time was running out for them and their school. In this case, 
the time would also run out for the coach and this form of coaching at the end of the year. 
Based on the second wave of reform theories that emphasize teachers as a significant part 
of the change process, the second part of this question would lead to the conclusion that there 
should be some shared governance in determining how time is used or redistributed throughout 
the school day. In this case, the teachers‘ comments suggest that they had not been part of the 
decision-making process around the use of their common planning time. Therefore, the question 
becomes how did the lack of time, ownership, and the end of time for the school influence the 
work of the coach and the implementation of the curriculum? 
Often in change, there is loss. When the loss is planned or known by the participants, 
they can prepare for the changes in routines or resources that represent the day-to-day 
interactions of their community. When change is imposed and unexpected, obviously there is no 
time to prepare for the tensions related to individual and community loss. The exploration of 
time in reform is power because it represents so much of the cultural practices of a school 
community (e.g., how much time is spent with colleagues and students and how instruction is 
organized). Hence, whoever has control of time has control of how individuals interact in a 
school community. In this study, external policies and processes determined how the 
administrators, the coach, and the teachers used time. The data showed how the teachers‘ and the 
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coach‘s perceptions of the loss of time shaped their expectations and interactions with each other 
in and out of common planning time and ultimately shaped the type of instruction that students 
received from their teachers.  
How Does the Study of Coach and Teacher Discourse Give Us Insight Into the Work of the 
Coach and the Dynamics of School Reform?  
The data collected during this case study suggest that any educational change or outcome 
will be influenced by the cultural dynamics and political relationships (e.g., beliefs about 
teaching, established routines for interaction, teacher status, political control, access to resources, 
teacher unions, leadership teams) among individuals or the key players (e.g., coach, teachers, 
administrators) within a school. Specifically, such change often requires adjustments in the way 
teachers utilize their time for instruction, which again may give priority or status to a particular 
type of student-centered instruction over more teacher-driven instruction. Therefore, this change 
in time (e.g., meeting time or instructional times) created what Robert Evans (2005) called an 
―interactive loop of mutual influences‖ (p.10) that, for better or worse, destabilizes the 
established cultural beliefs about instructional practices and teachers‘ day-to-day routines. As 
such, there is an assumption about whose discourse has priority and power over teachers‘ work. 
Again, as a key player in this process, a coach must continuously select the roles and the 
strategies that will support the change process in a school. Killion‘s (2006) research on coaching 
also noted that culture was a ―powerful structure of the school‖ (p.18) and influenced the amount 
to time a coach has to spend in a particular role.  
One of the theoretical frameworks that shaped this study was CDA, which maintains that 
all discourse is contextual and politically motivated. In the context of school reform, standards-
based instruction and assessment, teacher-proof curriculum, and other structural innovations, the 
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struggle for power over the discourse of schools and teachers to improve has created an intense 
and ever-changing political playing field. The move toward more research-based, quantifiable 
evidence of achievement has driven much of the reform efforts that exist in schools, specifically 
in the form of teacher-proof curriculum. 
Reform theorist, Stephen Ball (1995) maintained that the managed or teacher-proof 
curriculum in schools also takes power away from teachers and exerts control over school 
discourse about student performance. At the same time, the human dynamics that enhance or 
impede the outcomes of such initiatives have not been the focus of recent studies on reform 
(Evans, 2001). This study suggests that there are human dynamics and beliefs that a coach must 
navigate in order to engage teachers in the change process. The discourse in this study was 
surrounded and deeply influenced by the issues of time, autonomy, and trust. Discourse analysis 
can show how individuals claim identities and manipulate situations to gain power to achieve 
their personal goals. Table 2 illustrates how the discourse of the coach and teachers appeared to 














Micropolitical Tensions Are Reflected in the Critical Discourse Analysis of the Coach and 





Observations, and Artifacts  
Teachers’ Comments, Observations, and 
Artifacts 
Time (loss of 
control, loss of 
instructional time, 
running out of 
time) 
Coach’s Quotes from Vignette #3: 
I [say] ―okay‖ [a lot]. Time is 
always the constraint. . . . It‘s 
always the big factor. I‘ve always 
struggled with what are the 
questions you have to bring forth in 
the moment to get things going. . . . 
You don‘t want to say too much; 
you don‘t want to say too little. 
Observation 1: Coach‘s fast-paced 
syntax often connected by ―and so‖ 
in meetings to try and capture all 
that was needed to accomplish 
within the allotted time for the 
meeting. 
Observation 2: Coach‘s use of 
revoicing, summarizing, and 
probing to navigate the teachers‘ 
discussion during the meeting 
 
Artifact: Tightly structured agenda 
Teachers’ Quotes from Interview with Teachers 1 
and 6:  
Teacher 6: We don‘t have any common planning time. 
Teachers’ Quotes from Vignette #3:  
Teacher 2: It‘s really a dance, the kind of back and 
forth and the planning you‘re going to do; everybody 
needs to speak and you need to treat everybody like 
they have a voice and not disrespect people by cutting 
them off. . . . You do feel pressured a lot in these 
meetings. It would be nice to have more time, to relax 
more . . . finish a thought. 
Teacher 3: …and then with this year and everyone 
trying to figure out the job 
Teacher 4: You have common planning time; you have 
cluster time, and…there‘s no real sacredness to it. 





Coach’s Quotes from Interview:  
But as far as the district right now 
with the transition between 
superintendents, I‘m not really sure 
what their K-12 literacy plan is and 
how they plan to roll that out over 
the next couple of years. I‘m not 
very clear. 
Observation:  
The continuous use of ―kind of‖ and 
―if anyone had a chance to‖ 
signified a lack of control over what 
teachers would be held accountable 
to complete. 
Vignette #2/Coach’s Quotes: 
Maybe, you might want to share 
with us how that impacted your 
instruction based on what [the 
students] told you, and the 
adjustments you might have made 






Teachers’ Quotes from Interview with all teachers: 
Teacher 1: We need to go back to some of the basics 
because some of the basics are not all bad. 
Teacher 6: I‘m actually teaching special needs kids 
and I‘m working with a program that really hasn‘t been 
adapted at all for special needs kids, and I‘m sure that 
you‘ll hear that from other special needs teachers. 
[District leaders are] saying ―okay, you adapt it. This is 
what we‘re doing. We‘re doing this way… so you 
adapt it to your kids.‖ I feel like I‘m actually teaching 
less than I was teaching before. There‘s more 
restriction. 
Teachers’ Quotes from Vignette #2:  
Teacher 2: We already compromised. (referring to the 








Observations, and Artifacts  




the coach, and the 
administration) 
Coach’s Quotes from Interview: 
The way that the Instructional 
Leadership Team tried to devise that 
school reform plan was way too 
ambitious. It didn‘t focus in on 
specific areas of weakness and 
therefore, there are no specific 
targets, no specific timelines to go 
forward and develop a new culture. 
Observation1: 
Use of ―we‖ to show solidarity with 
teachers in the process. 
Observation 2:  
Avoidance to speak openly about 
not complying with the curriculum 
expectations for each content area; 
lack of requirement for student 
work at the meetings. 
Teachers’ Quotes from Vignette 1: 
When words have multiple meanings that‘s awfully 
difficult . . . . Let‘s say, I use the word ―run‖ and I 
didn‘t use it, I was trying to explain multiple meaning 
and I wrote four different meanings of the word ―run‖ 
on the board and asked them to identify the word I was 
thinking of. Boy, we came up with some whoppers.  
Observation 1: 
Avoidance to speak openly about not complying with 
the curriculum expectations for each content area. 
Observation 2: 
Silence of Teachers 3, 4, and 7 during most of the 
meetings.  
Artifact: List of norms  
  
In the first section of Table 2, the coach is very explicit about time and her use of ―okay‖ 
to keep the discussions going in the common planning time meetings and in the content packed 
threads of her syntax when she speaks to the group in the meeting. It is an interesting contrast to 
the coach‘s concerns about how to get the work done within the constraints of time against the 
more personal focus of the teachers‘ discourse that reflects their reactions to the immediate and 
personal losses of their jobs and control of their common planning time to work with the teachers 
they choose.  
The coach‘s discourse related to autonomy during the interview suggested her sense of 
marginalization and disassociation with the district. In addition, her consistent use of phrases like 
―kind of‖ and ―maybe you might want to‖ signified a low expectation for the teachers and a lack 
of control over how much she could bring the team together. In a similar vein, the teachers‘ 
discourse reflected the loss of autonomy and their ideological conflict with the reform process 
over instructional decision making in their class. Their comments from the interview and 
Vignette #4 allowed them to share their perspectives about the district reform and common 
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planning time. Teachers 1 and 2 were very vocal during the three vignettes that were presented. 
Teacher 6 was more verbal during the third vignette. The teachers‘ discourse during the meetings 
often reflected what they were doing with students with little mention of explicit lessons from 
the Word Generation curriculum or the texts provided by the coach. The coach‘s discourse of 
low expectation never required the teachers to make that connection.  
The discourse of the individuals in this study revealed how they chose language and 
actions that responded to their perceived roles and identities and their place in a political 
hierarchy. The vignettes, interviews, artifacts, and observations revealed how the coach‘s 
discourse reflected her struggle with time and her ability to situate herself as a member of the 
school community. Her complicity in avoiding the issue of compliance with teachers by not 
addressing it in meetings and not requiring evidence that would highlight their resistance was 
also evident. This could be perceived as an information control on the part of the coach to reduce 
the possibility of tension or teachers‘ use of protective strategies to sabotage the implementation 
of the initiative.  
The significance of having the coach review her discourse was revealed in her comments 
that follow: 
I [say] ‗okay‘ [a lot]. Time is always the constraint. . . . It‘s always the big factor. 
I‘ve always struggled with what are the questions you have to bring forth in the 
moment to get things going. . . .You don‘t want to say too much; you don‘t want 
to say too little. 
 
 Having the teachers review the transcript of their meeting also presented an opportunity for 
them to talk about the process versus the product. This would be one of the espoused points of 
bringing teachers together in the common planning time period. Throughout the meeting the 
coach consistently used ―we‖ and ―our‖ to include herself in the school community. 
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The vignettes also revealed how the coach‘s use of ―okay‖ and revoicing teachers‘ 
comments seemed to maintain the momentum of the group discussion. These strategies also 
served to keep control of the agenda of the meeting. As stated earlier, a move by the teacher to 
change the focus of the common planning time would also limit and possibly eliminate the 
continued focus on the Word Generation curriculum. This provided some insight into how the 
coach attempted to control the meetings and the discourse of the teachers.  
The interviews and observations illustrated how the constraints of time influenced the 
oral and written discourse of the coach. The agendas themselves were evidence of time 
constraints. They were organized down to the minute to make sure that teachers could see how 
time was being used. This was also because time had been negotiated by the union, so the coach 
could not go over what had been agreed upon without violating the union agreement. During the 
meetings, the coach consistently used the structure and language of the agenda to maintain tight 
control over the discussion. To reiterate, CDA maintains that all language is political and 
contextual. The tight structure and written language of the coach-developed agenda‘s reflected 
her goals and attempt to address the issue of time as a contentious resource between teachers and 
administrators. Because the teachers were successful in reducing the common planning time by 
10 minutes, the ownership and utility of each minute of the agenda mattered.  
In CDA literature, attention is paid to the organization and choice of language to analyze 
and evaluate purpose. Exploration of discourse as text of change encourages that examination of 
patterns or major themes represented in the exchange between individuals and within a group. 
Reviewing the discourse of the teachers also provides insight into the other side of the change 
process. The teachers‘ discourse of ideological conflict, marginalization, and avoidance reflects 
how a coach as the key player must prioritize the work of change in a school. When one teacher 
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said that there was no common planning time, it was a signal that there were probably other 
teachers who felt that they had no control over their time. Similarly, because four out of seven 
teachers were silent in most of the meetings, it may be concluded that there was a lack of trust or 
engagement in the process. The consistent use of the structure (e.g., agendas, attendance logs, 
and the number of minutes for the meetings), without paying attention to what is happening in 
that structure (roles, identities, tensions, and connections), dismisses an opportunity to analyze 
valuable data about change. It is akin to a sports coach ignoring the emotions and trust level of 
his/her team in the middle of the big game. It cannot be assumed that just playing the game 
longer and harder will improve each team member‘s effort, confidence, and trust. Unfortunately, 
few sports coaches maintain a job if they cannot show the public quantifiable evidence of 
winning, even while they are sorting out all of the emotional tensions of the players. These 
external pressures on coaching reinforce the need to respond to the questions of who is really 
controlling the coach‘s playing field and how do coaches negotiate within or underneath the 
hierarchy of power relationships.  
Overall Implications and Future Questions to Address 
To reiterate, this case study proposes that there are political and cultural factors that 
ultimately alter the predictable progression of change in school reform. These factors include 
teachers‘ beliefs, values, established routines of interactions, and political status, and they often 
influence the interactions and power relationships among individuals in a school community. 
This study also highlights the coach as the key player within this political context who utilizes 
different roles and micropolitical strategies to accomplish certain goals. It was also evident in 
this study that teachers use certain micropolitical strategies for protection and political control.  
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This study also reinforced the importance of time in school reform. When time is 
redistributed to support an outside initiative, it ultimately changes the patterns and routines of 
time in the building. Time influences the way teachers move from one thing to the next within 
their classrooms and throughout the school day. When teachers are not part of the decision-
making process to change their time, studies on curricular change initiatives show that they 
attempt to squeeze their priorities into the time with the district priority or ignore the priority all 
together.  
According to the Office of Education Policy (2004), one of the characteristics of effective 
comprehensive school reform is the shared endorsement of proposed programs by teachers, 
administrators, and staff and the assurance of enough resources for program sustainability. The 
idea of shared endorsement can turn into a sign–off-sheet that suggests everybody knows what is 
going to happen, or it can forge a professional learning community that considers the human 
dynamics of change without lowering the expectations for students as a means to achieve 
personal and political goals. In order for coaching to meet its expectations as an expanding 
innovation of reform, it has to reflect the convergence of empirical research on effective reform, 
teacher change, adult learning, and professional development and not just the parts that are easy 
to accept, like being school-based and connected to the work of the teacher. This study suggests 
that coaching is deeply connected to research on school change, distributed leadership, teaching 
cultures, teacher resistance, power relationships, discourse, and the micropolitics of school 
communities. Current literature shows limited research on what areas have the most influence on 






Based on the positive outcomes that some studies reveal related to student performance 
and teacher efficacy, the researcher has no doubt that some form of coaching will continue to 
exist as staff development for teachers. Historically, the research does show that coaching 
models change with the political and social needs of society. Additionally, if coaching is to 
remain a viable professional development model for reform with coaches as key players, there 
will be a need to have a deeper understanding of how political tensions and teachers‘ 
professional lives influence the dynamic relationship between the work of the coach and the 
process of change. The idea of an effective coach needs to be explored beyond the immediate 
goals of raising test scores to the broader aspect of sustainable change in the academic lives of 
students and teachers. The consideration of the dynamics of coaches‘ work as political 
negotiation requires more exploration of the professional support they receive and how much 
formal and informal power they actually have to effectively mediate and negotiate sustainable 
change. Therefore, some questions that need to be considered for further research about the role 
of a coach follow:  
 Can a coach‘s understanding of the micropolitical strategies teachers use to attain 
professional and personal goals, and their understanding of how the political 
context influences those goals, improve the outcome of the coach‘s work?  
 
 What strategies do coaches use to sustain themselves within a highly political 
context of change? 
 
 How do coaches effectively mediate and manage the tensions over the loss of 
teacher autonomy and school reform efforts? 
 
 How do the current professional development models for coaches align with the 







Although the research on micropolitics has emerged in some studies related to types of 
school leadership, there is little that speaks directly to how various tensions over beliefs, 
resources, and autonomy influence the roles of coaches in reform or the predictability of change 
within a school community. The most limited research is on how the micropolitical tensions of 
school reform affect student learning. Important questions for further research follow: 
 Where do students fall in this political hierarchy, and how do micropolitical tensions 
among administration, teachers, and coaches affect students‘ academic instruction 
and performance?  
 How do micropolitical tensions within school reform change the key players? 
 How do micropolitical tensions within school reform affect students‘ academic 
development?  
 What are models of positive power relationships between students, teachers, and 
coaches in current school reform initiatives?  
 What role do students play in school reform? 
Teachers 
So much of the current research puts teachers at the center of change. There needs to be 
more exploration on how teachers are prepared to take on this role. Reform often places teachers 
as the source of change and therefore the object of the reform through the use of highly 
structured forms of professional development such as mandated reflection and teacher-proof 
curriculum. Neither of these initiatives has shown long-term change. In addition, the political 
relationships between coaches and teachers must also be examined if we are to understand what 
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types of coaching really lead to sustainable change in reform. Therefore, some future questions 
for study follow: 
 How do schools prepare teachers to be the center of change? 
 What types of relationships between coaches and teachers engender sustainable and 
positive changes in the academic lives of students? 
Further exploration of these questions might encourage the consideration of how the 
micropolitical contexts of school districts influence relationships among all members of a school 
community. The country is moving toward the focus of 21
st
 century schools with a new set of 
common core standards to prepare students for the future. How teachers will respond to the 
requirements for this and other new initiatives such as Response to Intervention (RTI) and 
bullying prevention must be considered. The time required to implement these types of initiatives 
must also be considered. Whether they are political or policy motivated, the initiatives will all 
have a profound impact on each member of the school community. How teachers are involved in 





COLLABORATIVE COACHING AND LEARNING PROTOCOL 
Each demonstration is preceded by a planning conference with the teacher who will deliver the lesson. 
After the lesson all of the teachers and the coach debrief. 
Pre-Conference 
 Takes place 10-15 minutes before the classroom demonstration. 
 Coach and/or demonstrating teacher explains the lesson to be presented, the learning objectives, and particular 
things participating teachers should be observing. 
 Connections between the lesson and the focus of the inquiry meetings are clarified. 
Classroom Demonstrations 
 30-45 minutes long. 
 Includes 5-10 participants including teachers, literacy coach, and principal. 
 Coach or one of the teachers demonstrates the lesson. 
 Participating teachers observe the lessons and student behaviors, taking notes of what they see to inform the 
debriefing and ongoing inquiry. 
Debrief 
 15-30 minutes, preferably done immediately after the demonstration or at another time on the same day. 
 Person who demonstrated begins the debrief with a brief reflection on her/his experiences, strengths of the 
lesson, challenges, and questions 
 Participants share their notes of the demonstration to guide the discussion. 
 Coach facilitates the discussion, tying it back to the chosen course of study, and implementation 





BOSTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS REFORM TIMELINE 1993 TO 2006 
 June 1993 - Massachusetts Education Reform Act is signed into law and includes a 
commitment to develop state curriculum standards and assessments 
 August 1995 - Board of the Boston Plan for Excellence in the Public Schools Foundation 
hires new executive director and sets a goal for the local education foundation: to support the 
district, with both funds and expertise in making the shift to standards-based instruction 
 October 1995 - Thomas W. Payzant starts work, the first BPS superintendent hired by a 
school committee appointed by the mayor — Mayor Thomas Menino 
 August 1996 - Boston Plan introduces 21st Century Schools to the six ―Essentials‖ they will 
take on: instructional focus, student work and data, professional development, classroom 
practice, resources, outreach to families 21st Century Schools get a one day/week ―coach‖ to 
help them understand and implement the Essentials 
 August 1997 - At the principals‘ institute, Superintendent Payzant announces that the 
district‘s priority will be on improving literacy instruction 
 September 1997 - As Cohort II, 23 more schools begin the reform work, managed by Boston 
Annenberg Challenge, and 21st Century Schools are renamed Cohort I. Cohort I Schools get 
a one day/week literacy coach to work with teachers on instruction 
 November 1997 - School committee approves ―BPS Plan for Whole-School Change,‖ which 
comprises the Essentials, as the blueprint for reform in all city schools 
 April 1998 - At the superintendent‘s request, Boston Plan convenes a new Resource Action 
Team (REACT) of top-tier BPS managers for a cross-departmental effort to resolve issues 
that slow reform 
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 May 1998 - Massachusetts administers MCAS, the first statewide assessment, to all students 
in grades 4, 8, and 10 
 September 1998 - Cohort III begins the work of whole-school change, managed by a new 
BPS office 
 December 1998 - State releases results of first MCAS tests: 57% of BPS tenth graders score 
at Level One-Failing in English language arts and 75% in math 
 August 1999 - With the superintendent‘s agreement, BAC is reorganized: Boston Plan will 
manage the reform work in 60 schools in Cohorts I and II, and BPS will direct it in 61 
schools in Cohorts III and (soon-to-begin) IV At the principals‘ institute, the superintendent 
announces that math will be added as a second instructional focus 
 September 1999 - Cohort IV schools — the final group — begin the work of whole-school 
change, making Boston one of the first urban districts to scale up its reform effort to every 
school 
 December 1999 - Boston Plan reports on district‘s annual $25M spending on professional 
development and concludes it is ―highly fragmented‖ and largely unfocused 
 March 2000 - Following an analysis requested by REACT, Boston Plan releases a report on 
teachers‘ contract issues and calls for ―open hiring,‖ which would give school personnel 
committees more choice in filling vacancies BPS incorporates a proposal for open hiring into 
its negotiating package 
 August 2000 - To reflect the evolving nature of the work, the superintendent amends ―whole-
school change‖ to ―whole-school improvement‖ 
 October 2000 - Teachers‘ contract is settled, with more time for professional development, 
(some) new flexibility in the hiring process, smaller class sizes, 12% pay raise over three 
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years Boston Plan and BPS staff observe a ―lab-site‖ coaching model in New York and vow 
to redesign Boston‘s one day/week model 
 March 2001- Superintendent announces major reorganization of central staff to work more 
directly with principals on Whole-School Improvement 
 May 2001 - Superintendent names 26 Effective Practice (EP) schools for their strong 
implementation of Whole- School Improvement and raised achievement BPS assumes 
responsibility for managing reform in all cohorts, while Boston Plan for Excellence commits 
to working with EP schools in an ―r&d‖ role 
 September 2001 EP schools get two charges: Pilot a redesigned model for professional 
development, Collaborative Coaching & Learning (CCL), and use CCL to introduce 
―workshop‖ instruction 
 February 2002 - EP principals piloting CCL tell the superintendent: The model works and 
should be adopted for all schools as soon as possible 
 August 2002 - Superintendent sets priorities for the coming year: Start CCL (no later than 
September 2003) and use it to introduce Readers‘ Workshop, complementing last 
year‘s introduction of Writers‘ Workshop Boston Plan releases its first major video, this 
one on CCL in three schools, and the superintendent shows excerpts at the principals‘ 
institute Boston Plan and BPS collaborate to build MyBPS Assessment, an online system 
to give school staff easy access to student performance data 
 September 2002 - With funds from the Carnegie Corporation, BPS and its partners hire 
full-time literacy coaches in 12 high schools and begin reorganizing them into small 
learning communities or autonomous small schools 
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 February 2003 - Just before contract talks begin, the teachers‘ union publishes its 
proposals, which include the elimination of 18 hours of paid time for professional 
development used primarily for literacy and math 
 August 2003 - Superintendent Payzant sets priorities for the coming school year, 
including workshop instruction, CCL, Whole-School Improvement Plans (WSIP) First 
group of 16 Boston Teacher Residents — career changers, community activists, recent 
college grads — begins month of coursework before they start their year-long residency 
in Boston schools 
 December 2003 - EP schools begin to pilot new MCAS-aligned formative assessments — 
FAST-R — they had asked Boston Plan to develop February 2004 National foundation, Fund 
for Teachers, awards Boston $500,000 for summer travel and study grants for BPS teachers 
over four years, with challenge to raise matching funds March 2004 Teachers‘ contract is 
settled with language formalizing staff roles in WSIP, CCL, workshop instruction 
 June 2005 - Superintendent puts responsibility for all professional development, including 
teacher prep and coaching, under one new institute 
 September 2005 - Boston Plan hires more data coaches to work with the 50+ schools that 
have signed on for FAST-R training and support 
 June 2006 - Boston Plan will mark an anniversary: It will have been ten years since the board 
of trustees awarded grants to 21st Century Schools to begin whole-school change in Boston 
 September 2006 – After being a finalist for 4 years, BPS wins the Broad Foundation Award 





SUPERINTENDENT CAROL JOHNSON’S PRINCIPLES  
OF REFORM FOR BOSTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
 
1. Today, Boston Public Schools, the birthplace of public education in this nation, offers the 
best education possible for some of its students. Boston Public Schools has the capacity to offer 
the best education possible for all of its students.  
 
2. Change is never easy, and while specific actions may seem instant and quick, 
sustained/transformative change requires a reshaping of our cultural frame of reference and a 
shift in how we leverage limited resources with other partners, parents, parks, libraries, faith-
based groups, businesses, and community and neighborhood associations to achieve the 
outcomes we want for children. Adult issues in our schools, in the political arena, or throughout 
our city must take a back seat to our efforts to develop, educate, and in some cases, rescue the 
youth of our city.  
 
3. Our core business is academic achievement; thus, what happens inside and outside our 
classrooms and in our schools on an hour-by-hour basis matters – and it matters a lot. Our 
investments both inside and outside of the classroom matter. Our partnerships with parents 
matter. Our efforts to develop character and help students make good and healthy choices – our 
capacity to inspire and engage students to own their success and to put in the extra effort – all 
matter. This means making sure our students have early exposure to experiences that enhance 
school learning ─ enriching experiences in the arts, safe and structured after-school learning 
programs, numerous athletic opportunities, and robust health and social support systems. These 
ingredients, when combined together, offer our students the best and most powerful prescription 
for lifelong well-being and lifelong success.  
 
These three underlying principles are the cornerstone of my recommendations. They will 





EXAMPLES OF THEORETICAL TEXT RELATED TO COACHING 
 
 Literacy Coaching: The Essential Guide (2006) by Katherine Casey, a veteran literacy 
coach; The Literacy Coach’s Survival Guide (2005) by Katherine Toll, another veteran 
literacy coach; The Literacy Coach’s Handbook; A Guide to Research Based Practice 
(Solving Problems in the Teaching of Literacy) (2004)  
 The Literacy Coach’s Challenge: Models and Methods for Grades K-8 (2008) by Sharon 
Walpole and Michael McKenna 
 The Literacy Coaches Desk Reference; Process and Perspective for Effective Coaching 
(2005) by Cathy A. Toll  
 Responsive Literacy Coaching; Tools for Creating and Sustaining Purposeful Change 
(2006) by Cheryl Dozier  
 Differentiating Coaching; A Framework for Helping Teachers Change (2006) by Jane A. 
G. Kise  
 Hands –On Literacy Coaching (2007) by Nancy Boyle  
 Differentiated Literacy Coaching; Scaffolding for Student and Teacher Success (2007) by 
Mary Katherine Moran  







Participants should respond to the question according to their current role as a teacher or a 
coach. Coaches do not have to respond to number 5. Where appropriate, coaches may also 
include their perspectives as a teacher.  
Survey questions:  
1. How long have you been a teacher/coach?  
2. What voices, events, or images are most influential in your decision to become a 
teacher/coach? 
3. What is your opinion of the district‘s literacy goals? How has it influenced your role as a 
teacher/coach? 
4. Who do you view the role of the literacy coach? How or when have you interacted with 
the teachers/literacy coach? 
5. Other than the coach, who do you go to for advice or discussion about teaching and 
learning issues? 
6. Culture can be defined as the beliefs, values, and rituals of a community. What word or 




Adger, C. T. (2003). Discourse in educational settings. In D. Schifrin, D. Tannen, & H. E. 
Hamilton (Eds.), The handbook of discourse analysis. Malden, MA: Blackwell 
Publishing, 502-517. 
Aichenstein, B. (2002). Conflict among community: The micropolitics of teacher collaboration. 
Teacher College Record, 104(3), 421-455. 
Allen, D. (2008). Coaching whole school change; Lessons in practice from a small high school. 
New York: Teacher College Press. 
Armour, M. (2004). Leadership and the power of trust; Creating a high-trust, peak performance 
organization. Dallas: Life Themes Press. 
Bacharach, S. B., & Lawler, E. J. (1980). Power and politics in organizations: The social 
psychology of conflict, coalitions, and bargaining. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass. 
Bacharach, S. B., & Mitchell. S. M. (1987). The generation of practical theory; Schools as 
political organizations. In J. Lorsch (Ed.), Handbook of organizational behavior (pp. 405-
418). W. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
Bailey, B. (2000). The impact of mandated change on teachers. In N. Bascia, & A. Hargreaves 
(Eds.), The sharp edge of educational change. New York: Routledge/Falmer. 
Ball, S. (1987). The micropolitics of the school. New York: Routledge. 
Ball, S. (1991). Micropolitics of radical change; Budgets, management, and control in British 
schools. In J. Blase (Ed.), The politics of life in schools: Power, conflict, and 
cooperation. Newbury Park, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Ball, S. (1993). Education policy, power relations, and teacher's work. British Journal of 
Educational Studies 41(2), 106-121. 
165 
 
Beck, U. (2007). World at risk. Malden, MA: Polity Press. 
Biber, D., & Conrad, S. (2003). Register variation: A corpus approach. In D. Schiffrin, D. 
Tannen, & H. E. Hamiliton (Eds.), The handbook of discourse analysis. Malden, MA: 
Blackwell Publishing, 175-196. 
Blase, J. (1987). Political interaction among teachers: Sociocultural contexts in the schools. 
Urban Education 22(3), 286-309. 
Blase, J. (Ed.) (1991a). The politics of life in schools; Power, conflict, and cooperation. 
Newbury, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Blase, J. (1991b). Everyday political perspectives of teachers toward students: The dynamics of 
diplomacy. In J. Blase, (Ed.). The politics of life in schools: Power, conflict, and 
cooperation. Newbury, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Blase, J., & Anderson, G. (Eds.). (1995). The micropolitics of educational leadership: From 
control to empowerment. New York: Teacher College Press. 
Bloome, D., & Willett, J. (1991). Toward a micropolitics of classroom interaction. In J. Blase 
(Ed.). The politics of life in schools: Power, conflict, and cooperation (pp. 207-236). 
Newbury Park, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Boston Public Schools. (2007). Superintendent's School: A guide for students and families. 
Boston, MA: Boston Public Schools. 
Brinton, L. J. (2003). Historical discourse analysis. In D. Schiffrin, Tannen, D., & H. E. 
Hamilton (Eds.), The handbook of discourse analysis. (pp. 138-160). Malden, MA: 
Blackwell Publishing . 
Brown, G., & Yule, G. (1983). Discourse analysis. Cambridge textbooks in linguistics. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
166 
 
Bryk, A. S., & Schneider, B. (2002). Trust in schools: A core resource for improvement. New 
York: Russell SAGE Publishing Foundation. 
Burns, T. (1961). Micropolitics: Mechanisms of institutional change. Administration Science 
Quarterly 4, 257-281. 
Cambone, J. (1994). Times for teachers in school restructuring. Retrieved from 
http://www2.ed.gov/pubs/EdReformStudies/SysReforms/cambone1.html  
Campbell, E. (1996). Ethical issues of collegial loyalty as once view of teacher professionalism. 
Teachers and Teaching 2(2). 
Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition (2009). Regents of the University of 
Minnesota. Retrieved from http://www.carla.umn.edu/culture/definitions.html 
Costa, A., & Garmston, R. (2002). Cognitive coaching; A foundation for renaissance schools. 
Norwood, MA: Christopher-Gordon Publishers. 
Creswell, J. W. (1994). Research design: Qualitative and quantitative approaches. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Cuban, L. (1993). How teachers tangle constancy and change in American schools. New York: 
Teacher College Press. 
Cyert, R., M., & March, J., G. (1963). A behavioral theory of the firm. Englewood, NJ: Prentice 
Hall. 
Deussen T., Coskie, T., Robinson, L., & Autio, E. (2007). “Coach” can mean many things: Five 
categories of literacy coaching in Reading First. Northwest Regional Laboratory. 
Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gove/ncee/edlabs/regions/northwest/pdf/REL_2007005.pdf 
Deussen, T., & Riddle Buly, M. (2006). Connecting coaching and improved literacy. Northwest 
Education, 12(1), 43-44. Retrieved from http://www.nwrel.org/nwedu/12-01/brief/ 
167 
 
Dufour, R., Dufour, R., Eaker, R., & Many, T. (2006). Learning by doing; A professional 
handbook for professional learning communities at work. Bloomington, IN: Solution 
Tree. 
Deussen T., Coskie, T., Robinson, L., & Autio, E. (2007). ―Coach‖ can mean many things: five 
categories of literacy coaching in reading first. Northwest Regional Laboratory. Retrieved 
from http://ies.ed.gove/ncee/edlabs/regions/northwest/pdf/REL_2007005.pdf 
Deussen, T., & Riddle Buly, M. (2006). Connecting coaching and improved literacy. Northwest 
Education, 12(1), 43-44. Retrieved from http://www.nwrel.org/nwedu/12-01/brief/ 
Duncan, M.J., & Biddle, B.J. (1974). The study of teaching. New York: Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston. 
Elmore, R. F. (1995). Structural reform in educational practice. Harvard Educational Review, 
24(9), 23-26. 
Elmore, R. F. (1996). Getting to scale with good educational practice. Harvard Educational 
Review, 66(1), 1-26. 
Elmore, R., F. (2002, January/February). The limits of change. Harvard Education Letter. 
Elmore, R. F. (2004) School reform from the inside/out: Policy, practice, and performance. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Evans, R. (1996). The human side of change. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Fairclough, N. & Wodak, R. (1997). Critical discourse analysis. In T.vanDijk (Ed.), Discourse as 
social interaction (pp. 258-284). London: SAGE Publications. 
Fayol, J. (1949). General and industrial management. London: Sir Isaac Pitman. 
Foucault, M. (1972). The archeology of knowledge and the discourse of language. New York, 
Parthenon Books.  
168 
 
Fowler, R., Hodge, R., Kress, G., & Trew, T. (1979). Language and control. London: Routledge 
& Kegan Paul. 
Fullan, M. (2005). Change theory: A force for school improvement. Centre for Strategic 
Education Seminar Series (Research Paper No. 157). Retrieved from 
http://www.michaelfullan.ca/Articles_06/06_change_theory.pdf 
Gee, J. P. (1996). Social linguistics and literacies: Ideology in discourse (2nd ed.). New York: 
Routledge Falmer. 
Gee, J. P. (1999). An introduction to discourse analysis: Theory and practice. New York: 
Routledge.  
Getzels, J. W., & Guba, E. G. (1957). Social behavior and the administrative process. School 
Review, 65(4), 423-441. 
Gitlin, G., & Margonis, F. (1995). The political aspect of reform: Teacher resistance as good 
sense. American Journal of Education, 103. 
Goldspink, C. (2000). Contrasting linear and nonlinear perspectives in contemporary social 
research. Emergence, 2(2), 72-101. 
Greene, T. (2004). Literature review for school-based staff developers and coaches. Oxford, OH: 
National Staff Development Council. 
Grinder, M. (1996). Envoy: Your personal guide to classroom management. Battle Ground, WA: 
Michael Grinder Associates. 
Gronn, P. (1986). Politics, power and the management of schools. In E. Hoyles (Ed.), The world 
yearbook of education: The management of schools. London: Kogan Page. 
169 
 
Gutiérrez, K., Crosland, K., & Berlin, D. (2001, April). Reconsidering coaching: Assisting 
teachers’ literacy practices in the zone of proximal development. Paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Seattle, WA. 
Hall, B. (2004, Fall). Literacy coaches: An evolving role. Carnegie Reporter, 3(1). 
Hargreaves, A. (1991). Contrived collegiality: The micropolitics of teacher collaboration. In J. 
Blase (Ed.), The politics of life in schools: Power, conflict, and cooperation, (pp. 46-72). 
Newbury Park, California: SAGE Publications. 
Hargreaves, A. (1994). Changing teachers, changing times: Teachers' work and culture in the 
postmodern age. New York: Teacher College Press. 
Hargreaves, A. (2002). The sustainability of educational change: The role of social geographies. 
Journal of Educational Change, 3, 189-214. 
Hargreaves, A. (2003) Teaching in the knowledge society: Education in the age of insecurity. 
New York: Teacher College Press. 
Hargreaves, A., & Fullan, M. (1997). What’s worth fighting for in your school. New York: 
Teacher College Press.  
Hargreaves, A., & Fullan, M. (1998). What’s worth fighting for out there. New York: Teacher 
College Press.  
Harrington-Lueker, D. (1997). Free-market school reform. School Administrator, 54(9), 16-19. 
Hinde, E. (2003) Reflections on reform: A former teacher looks at school change and the factors 
that shape it. Teacher College Record. Retrieved from 
http://www.tcrecord.org.proxy.be.edu 
Huberman, M. (1992). Teacher development and instructional mastery. In A. Hargreaves, & M. 
Fullan (Eds.), Understanding teacher development. New York: Teacher College Press. 
170 
 
Iannacone, L. (1975). Educational policy systems. Fort Lauderdale, FL: Nova University Press. 
IRA. (2006). Standards for middle and high school literacy coaches. Newark, DE: International 
Reading Association. Retrieved from 
http://www.reading.org/downloads/resources/597coaching_standards.pdf 
Jaworski, A., & Coupland, N., (Eds.). (1999). The discourse reader. London and New York: 
Routledge. 
Joyce, B., & Showers, B. (2002). Student achievement through staff development. Alexandria, 
VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development  
Kardos, S. M., Johnson, S. M., Peske, H. G., Kauffman, D., & Liu, E. (2001). Counting on 
colleague: New teachers encounter the professional cultures of their schools. Educational 
Administrative Quarterly, 37(2), 250-290. 
Kirby, P. C., & Colbert, R. (1994). Principals who empower teachers. Journal of School 
Leadership, 4(1), 39-51. 
Killion, J. (2009). Coaches' roles, responsibilities and reach. In J. Knight (Ed.), Coaching; 
Approaches & perspectives. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
Knight, J. (Ed.). (2009). Coaching; Approaches & perspectives. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin 
Press. 
Kress, G., & Hodges, R. (1979). Language as ideology. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 
Lima, J. (2000). Forgetting about friendship: Using conflict in teacher communities as a catalyst 
for school change. Journal of Educational Change 1(2). 
Little, J. W. (1990). The persistence of privacy: Autonomy and initiative in teachers' professional 
relations. Teacher College Record, 91(4), 509-536. 
Lortie, D. (1975). Schoolteacher. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
171 
 
Luke, Allan. (1995). The introduction: Theory and practice in critical discourse analysis. In L. 
Saha (Ed.), International encyclopedia of the sociology of education. Retrieved from 
http://gseis.ucla.edu/faculty/kellner/ed270/luke/SAHA6.html 
Margolis, J., & Nagel, L. (2006, Fall). Education reform and the role of administrators in 
mediating teacher stress. Teacher Education Quarterly, 33(4). 
McLaughlin, M., & Taulbert, J. (2001). Professional communities and the work of high school 
teachers. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Miles, M., B., & Huberman, A., M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook 
(2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Mitzel, H. E. (1960). Teacher effectiveness. In C. W. Harris (Ed.), Encyclopedia of educational 
research (3rd ed., pp. 1481-1486.). New York: Macmillan. 
Neufeld, B., & Roper, D. (2003). Coaching: A Strategy for Developing Instructional Capacity, 
Promises, and Practicalities. Washington, DC: Aspen Institute Program on Education 
and Providence, RI: Annenberg Institute for School Reform, 2003. Retrieved from 
http://www.annenberginstitute.org/publications.list.html 
Nowak, R. (2003). The discourse of coaching: Teacher-coach interaction during a summer 
school practicum. UMI Proquest No ATT3117361. Retrieved from 
http://proquest.umi.com/login 
Parsloe, E. (1999). The coach as manager and mentor. London, UK: CIPD. 
Pecheux, M. (1975). Language, semantics and ideology. New York: St. Martin's Press. 
Pennycook, A. (2001). Critical applied linguistics. A critical introduction. Mahwah, N.J: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  
Peshkin, A. (1988). In search of subjectivity–one's own. Educational Researcher 7(7), 482-510. 
172 
 
Pfeffer, J. (1981). Power in organizations. Marshfield, MA: Pitman. 
Richardson, V., & Placier, P. (Eds.). (2001). Teacher change. Handbook of research on teaching. 
Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association. 
Rogers, R., Ed. (2004). An introduction to critical discourse analysis in education. Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers. 
Rossman, G. B., & Rallis, S. F. (1998). Learning in the field: An introduction to qualitative 
research. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Sarason, S. B. (1983). The culture of the school and the problem of change. Boston, MA: Allyn 
and Bacon, Inc. 
Schiffrin, D. (1994). Approaches to discourse. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell. 
Schiffrin, D., Tannen, D., & Hamilton, H. E., (Eds.). (2003). The handbook of discourse 
analysis. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 
Schon, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New York: 
Basic Books, Inc. 
Shanklin, N. L. (2006) What are the characteristics of effective literacy coaching? Literacy 
Coaching Clearinghouse. Retrieved from 
http://www.literacycoachingonline.org/briefs/CharofLiteracyCoachingNLS09-27-07.pdf 
Siegel, M., & Fernandez, S. (2000). Critical approaches. Methods of literacy. In M. Kamil, P. D. 
Pearson, & R. Barr (Eds.), Handbook of reading research. (pp. 65-75). Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Sizer, T. R., & Sizer, N. F (1999). The students are watching: Schools and the moral contract. 
Boston, MA: Beacon Press. 
173 
 
Spillane, J. P. (2002). Local theories of teacher change: The pedagogy of district policies and 
programs. Teacher College Record, 104(3), 377-420. 
Stake, R. (1995). The art of case research. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publication. 
Stone, D. (2002). Policy paradox: The art of political decision making. New York: W. W. 
Norton & Company. 
Stubbs, M. (1983). Discourse analysis: The sociolinguistic analysis of natural language. 
Language in Society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 4. 
Sturtevant, E. G. (2003). The literacy coach: A key to improving teaching and learning in 
secondary schools. Every child a graduate. Washington, DC, Alliance for Excellent 
Education. Retrieved from 
http://www.literacycoachingonline.org/briefs/CharofLiteracyCoachingNLS09-27-07.pdf 
Swartz, S. (2003). The foundation for comprehensive early literacy learning research report: 
1994-2003. San Bernardino, CA: California State University. Retrieved from 
http://www.stanswartz.com/foundationresearchreport1.htm 
van Dijk, T. (1993). Principles of critical discourse analysis. Discourse and Society, 4(2), 249-
283. 
Wamsley, G., L., & Zald, M., N. (1973). The political economy of public organizations: A 
critique and approach to the study of pubic organizations. Lexington, MA: Lexington 
Books. 
Ward, G., & Birner, B. J. (2003). Discourse and information structure. In D. Schiffrin, Tannen, 
D., & Hamilton, H. E (Eds.), The handbook of discourse analysis. Malden, Ma, 
Blackwell Publishing 118-137. 
174 
 
Weber, C., M., Raphael, T., E., Goldman, R., S., Sullivan, M., P., &, George, M. (2009). 
Literacy coaches: Multiple issues, multiple roles, multiple approaches. Chicago: 
Univeristy of Press at Chicago. 
Willig, C., (Ed.). (1999). Applied discourse analysis: Social and psychological interventions. 
Buckingham: Open University Press. 
Wodak, R. (1996). Disorders of discourse. London: Longman. 
Wodak, R. (1999). Critical discourse analysis at the end of the 20th century. Research in 
Language and Social Interaction 32(1 & 2), 185-193. 
Woods, P., Jeffrey, B., Troman, G., & Boyle, M. (1997). Tensions in the new teacher role. 
Restructuring schools, reconstructing teaching. Buckingham: Open University Press. 
Wulftange, M. (2006). Affect and ideology: Using critical discourse analysis to chart student 
teachers’ ideological change over time through emotions. Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education Online. 
Retrieved from http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p36366_index.html 
Yin, R. (1993). Application of case study research. Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Yin, R. (2003). Case study research: Design and methods (2nd ed.). Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE 
Publications.  
